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ABSTRACT 
A STUDY OF THE RELATIONSHIPS AMONG 
SELECTED MOTIVATIONAL NEEDS OF TEACHERS AND 
CERTAIN ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF SIX HIGH SCHOOLS: 
PERCEPTIONS OF TEACHERS IN AN URBAN SYSTEM 
FEBRUARY 1990 
AILEEN E. RICE, B.S., BOSTON COLLEGE 
M.ED., BOSTON STATE 
ED.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Directed by: Richard J. Clark 
A study of the perceptions on one hundred and one 
teachers in four public and two private urban high schools 
to discover if four motivational needs of workers as 
described in the literature also hold for teachers. In 
addition, the study attempted to discover possible 
correlations among the six selected characteristics of high 
schools and the motivational needs. 
This study poses three questions: 
1. What is the strength of higher order motivational 
needs of teachers in the six high schools (four public and 
two private)? 
2. What correlations exist among higher order 
motivational needs and organizational characteristics of 
the schools? 
3. Do such correlations differ across schools by 
type? 
Vll 
A questionnaire was developed and field-tested and 
given to teachers on a voluntary basis. Results were 
cross-tabulated at .01 degree of significance using an SSPX 
program. 
Results showed teachers in the study had strong higher 
order motivational needs for decision input and achievement 
and to a lesser degree in autonomy and recognition. 
Correlations were found for only a few organizational 
characteristics and varied by schools. There was little 
difference between the public and private school teachers. 
The exam schools did not differ significantly from the 
district and private schools. 
Conclusions were drawn that this study divulged 
important trends which should be further investigated on a 
larger sample of teachers since the findings are signifi¬ 
cant for a system embarking on a school-based management 
model of governance. 
vm 
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CHAPTER I 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
That teaching and teachers have been of perennial 
interest to the media cannot be solely due to their desire 
for a good story. The fact is that there is widespread 
interest in teachers, and the "art and science" known as 
teaching, because the result, namely the education of the 
young, is of vital interest to all. 
The Carnegie Task Force on Teaching as a Profession, 
(1986) called for the restructuring of the professional 
roles of teachers and the organization of schools. The 
Report states: 
Even if educators had strong incentives to improve 
performance, it is not clear that much would 
improve without organizational changes. Schooling 
today is an overwhelming bureaucratic activity 
where everyone has the brakes and no one has the 
motors. It is unreasonable to hold teachers 
accountable for results when many important 
decisions about how teachers needs are to be met 
are made by others. 
Ernest Boyer (1983) alluded to the fact that renewal 
must take place in the heads and hearts of teachers and that 
we must also find ways to give more participation and more 
involvement to those who do the work. Even a cursory look 
at the various reform proposals and their sponsors shows 
that these proposals are stemming from the higher levels of 
the governmental and educational hierarchy that determine 
the nature and scope of the studies. As Ravitch (1985) 
says : 
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A history of education in the United States during 
most of this period has been characterized by a 
widening rift between those who engage in educa¬ 
tional practice, and by the subordination of 
practitioners to policy makers; teachers are 
seldom invited to make policy or to shape the 
curricula that they will have to implement. Yet 
teachers have had the burden of one reform after 
another, imposed on them by zealous policy makers 
who do not have to live with the consequences... 
The policy makers in the government and the 
universities identify the problem and devise the 
solutions, with little regard to the views of 
teachers. 
As Boyer says "whatever is wrong with America's public 
schools cannot be fixed without the help of those teachers 
already in the classrooms. Most of them will be there for 
years to come, and such teachers must be viewed as part of 
the solution, not the problem." 
The effective renewal of veteran teachers in large 
urban systems presents a special problem. High school 
teachers in the system under study now average fifteen years 
of service. How to effectively motivate these veterans to 
undertake the challenge proposed by the call for reform in 
the next decade, becomes a serious matter. The school 
district will have to depend upon this small corps of 
teachers to carry the institution in the foreseeable future. 
However, studies show that many of these teachers in 
the system are weary from the buffeting they have received 
in the form of constant layoff threats or relocations caused 
by budgetary constraints, public criticism, and li.zk of 
appreciation for their efforts in the face of societal 
pressures on the schools. 
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How does the general public view teachers? In the 1984 
Gallup Poll, the general public rated teachers' contribu¬ 
tions to the general good in society substantially lower 
than teachers perceived their contribution. Only 29 percent 
of the U.S. public placed teachers' contribution in first 
place, outranked by physicians, and clergy. However, 19 
percent of the general public considered teachers ranked 
first in prestige or status outranked by clergy, physicians, 
judges, lawyers, and bankers. The poll concludes that 
teaching is the profession the public perceives as having 
the largest disparity between its status in the community 
and its contribution to society. 
Interesting data were also revealed in the contrast 
between what the general public considered to be the 
possible goals of education and the teachers' perceptions. 
The U.S. public gave as the most important goal that of the 
development of the ability to speak and write correctly 
where 53 to 56 percent of teachers polled had four other 
goals they considered almost equally important. They were: 
(1) to develop good work habits; (2) the ability to organize 
one's thoughts and the ability to concentrate; (3) to 
develop the ability to think, creatively, objectively and 
analytically; and (4) the ability to speak and write 
correctly. 
The general public, on the other hand, placed the goal 
to develop standards of what is "right or wrong" in second 
place by 64 percent. The poll noted that on approximately 
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30 issues on which the opinion of the public was also 
available, teachers and the public disagreed on two thirds 
and agreed on only one third. 
While no hard data are available to this researcher 
about the public's view of teaching in this city, the fact 
that approximately 28,000 children are enrolled in private 
schools gives some indication that public schools are viewed 
somewhat skeptically. 
If reform of the system is to take place, it will not 
occur without the willing cooperation of all, including the 
teachers. Furthermore, if added to lack of congruity 
between the publics' and teachers' perceptions we add role 
ambiguity; i.e. how the teachers' work is to be evaluated; 
what is the scope of the teachers' responsibility; what are 
the expectations of others of ones' performance and what are 
the chances for advancement; it is not unreasonable to 
assume that teachers are conflicted. 
What happens to a person in such circumstances? 
According to Handy and Aitken, 1986, when role problems get 
too difficult, teachers, as well as other workers, resort to 
coping mechanisms such as doing only what has to be done, 
not what ought to be done or avoiding the problem. Needless 
to say, the organization and clients suffer. 
However, the teachers in the schools under study have 
seen recent developments within the leadership of their 
union that points to a new direction, namely, more teacher 
involvement in their work and work place. Locally, the 
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teachers are preparing to enter contract negotiations during 
which the idea of school-based management, enlarged to 
include them in a meaningful way, will be on the table. 
Given that the idea is at least being discussed, the ques¬ 
tion then arises how can the cooperation of all teachers be 
insured if it is not known specifically what teachers' needs 
are that must be considered, and what the areas of school 
organization are that they perceive as a hindrance or help 
in the fulfillment of those needs? It is important to 
discover what teachers perceive as important, regardless of 
how objective these perceptions may be. 
Purpose of the Study 
The questions posed by this study are: 
1. Do higher order motivational needs exist among the 
teachers in this study? 
2. Are these higher order motivational needs diff¬ 
erent across the different types of schools? 
3. What elements in the organization appear to be 
significantly correlated with motivational needs 
as they are perceived by the teachers? 
Therefore, the purpose of this study is to determine 
the relative strength of selected higher order motivational 
needs of teachers and to discover possible correlations 
between them and certain organizational characteristics 
which teachers perceive enhance or inhibit the fulfillment 
of these needs. 
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Since this study is considering the perceptions of 
teachers who have strong motivational needs concerning the 
elements in the school's organization they see as fulfilling 
or hindering their needs, no attempt will be made to assess 
the degree of teacher satisfaction. Rather, this study 
attempts identification of possible elements of the 
organization causing difficulty with the view that such 
identification will lead to some remedy. 
Rationale for the Study 
Lortie (1975), reported statistics from the NEA 1967 
poll that 9.7 percent of teachers would probably not, and 
2.9 percent certainly would not choose to become secondary 
school teachers again. 
This contrasts dramatically with the Metropolitan, 
19857 poll that 47 percent of high school teachers would not 
again choose teaching as a career. Doubtless such a 
dramatic shift in attitude has many causes. Since the 
question of what motivates workers is amply discussed and 
documented in the literature, it is apparent that certain 
motivational needs have been discovered, the fulfillment of 
which is a prerequisite before workers are moved to act. 
However, there is some disagreement as to whether or not 
these needs are present individually or in concert with 
other needs. Hence the designation of "higher" versus 
"lower", and intrinsic versus extrinsic needs. 
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In this modest study, four such "higher" order motiva¬ 
tional needs were selected from the literature as being most 
closely identified as needs likely to exist in teachers. 
They are the need for decision input, achievement, autonomy 
and recognition. Since these needs are found under differ¬ 
ing names, this researcher calls the need for a participa¬ 
tion (which was thought too broad a category for the purpose 
of this study) "decision input." Are teachers interested in 
participating in general or in particular areas of decision 
making? Or could they care less about these questions— 
considering decision making the province of the administra¬ 
tion? The statements in the questionnaire are designed to 
find out. 
Under the category of achievement need, this too is 
adapted for the specific role of teaching. Since the main 
characteristic of high achieving individuals is directed 
toward goal setting and accomplishment of such goals, do 
teachers tend toward specific goals or more general ones? 
The statements in the survey probe teachers responses in 
both areas, although the question of whether or not teachers 
"buy into" institutionally set goals is considered beyond 
the scope of the study. 
The need for autonomy is a desire for independence and 
for freedom from any kind of constraint. Such workers 
prefer to work alone, control their own workplace and not be 
hampered by external regulations and or/supervisors. 
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Nature and Importance of the Problem 
The city in which the high schools in this study are 
located is a large one, (600,000 population) in the center 
of a metropolitan area, (total population 1,500,000) but 
confined to a relatively small geographical area. Depending 
on one s reading of the statistics it is a rapidly growing 
high technology area with the median income of upwardly 
mobile young people approaching $30,000, or it is a typical 
large city with a growing drug problem, high crime rate, 
non-existing affordable housing, numerous unwed mothers on 
welfare, and poor schools. 
Regardless of one's view, however, and despite rela¬ 
tively generous funding of late, the school system is 
popularly regarded as failing its clients, the students; the 
high dropout rate being the indicator most often cited along 
with declining Metropolitan and SAT test scores. 
Another view might be that the system lacks leadership, 
both political and educational; nine superintendents since 
1967, and changing philosophies ranging from "a toe in the 
water" approach to school-based management in 1982, to a 
return to centralized control in 1984. 
Citizen disinterest in the case of parents whose 
children are not in the system (approximately 30,000 
children are in private schools); a large upwardly mobile 
childless group and parents who, because of language 
barriers, are unable to engage in discourse with public 
officials, all add to a difficult situation. 
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Even though all these schools are organized on the 
hierarchical model, it is felt that there might be subtle 
differences among them. in the case of the public high 
schools, a prior administration had introduced the concept 
of school-based management that had at least raised the 
consciousness of some administrators and teachers to the 
probability of change. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
As a point of departure in this limited study of high 
school teachers' perceptions concerning their work and 
environment, the researcher has focused on two strands of 
the relevant literature. The first is the background of 
motivational theory, and the second strand is that of 
organizational theory. 
In the section on professional environment for teach¬ 
ing, the Carnegie Task Force on teaching as a profession 
states . . . 
professionals are presumed to know what they are 
doing, and are paid to exercise their judgment. 
Schools, on the other hand, operate as if consul¬ 
tants, school district experts, textbook authors, 
trainers, and distant officials possess more 
relevant expertise than teachers in the schools. 
Bureaucratic management of schools proceeds from 
the view that teachers lack the talent or motiva¬ 
tion to think for themselves. Properly staffed 
schools can only succeed if they operate on the 
principle that the essential resources are already 
inside the school: determined, intelligent and 
capable teachers. Such schools would be charac¬ 
terized by autonomy for the school as a whole and 
collegial relationships among the faculty ... if 
schools are to compete successfully with medicine, 
architecture, and accounting for staff, then 
teachers will have to have comparable authority in 
making key decisions about the services they 
render. Within the context of a limited set of 
clear goals for students set by state and local 
policy makers, teachers, working together, must be 
free to exercise professional judgment as the best 
way to achieve the goals. 
This statement provides the philosophical base for this 
study. 
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Motivational Theory 
Historically, there have been three major theories 
concerning human behavior. Since the end of the 19th 
century, focus has been on psychology rather than on phil¬ 
osophy. Freud, James, and MacDougall developed theories 
claiming that instinct and unconscious motivation had to be 
added to the previously held theory that humans were motiva¬ 
ted by the principle of avoiding pain and seeking pleasure 
expressed as effort equals drive times incentive. Then, in 
the 1900's, instinct theory came under attack, especially 
Freud's unconscious motives which were seen to be learned 
behavior rather than instinctive. Woodward, (1918) theor¬ 
ized that specific energizers (such as hunger, thirst, and 
sex) drove the organisms toward or away from certain goals. 
Cannon, (1939) introduced the concept of homeostasis. This 
concept was later developed by the work of Maslow and 
Murray. In 1939 Thorndike developed drive and reinforcement 
theories. Kurt Lewin, (1938) and Tolman, (1959) developed 
the cognitive or expectancy valence theory. 
Herzberg, (1950) in his pioneer work, The Motivation to 
Work, found first level factors in a two-level factor study 
that he called motivators. These six motivators were: (1) 
achievement; (2) recognition for achievement; (3) work 
itself; (4) responsibility; (5) advancement; and (6) 
possibility for growth. Ten hygiene or maintenance factors 
were also found that dealt with such things as supervision, 
company policy and administration, working conditions, 
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personal relationships with peers, subordinates and super¬ 
iors, job security, and salary. 
In his book, The Work and the Nature of Man, Herzberg 
examined the studies that followed on his original work and 
replicated his findings. He found that the needs of workers 
divided into two groups; one group revolved around the need 
to develop in one s occupation as an essential base to the 
The first group is associated with better treatment 
and compensation, supervision, working conditions, and 
administrative practices. The fulfillment of the needs of 
the first group does not motivate the individual to higher 
levels of job performance. 
The satisfaction of what are called the hygiene factors 
without the motivating factors being fulfilled, is the 
reason for the poor performance of various types of incen¬ 
tive schemes used by business and others in industrial 
relations programs. For example, Herzberg concludes that 
the fewer opportunities for the motivators to appear the 
greater must be the hygiene factors offered in order to make 
the work tolerable. 
Herzberg's work was based on the concept of self- 
actualization of the worker as expounded by Jung, Adler, 
Sullivan, Rogers, Goldstein, and other personality 
theorists. 
Need theory developed out of Maslow's hierarchy of 
needs which was utilized by McGregor (1964) to apply to 
workers. For example, McClelland (1953) and Atkinson (1964) 
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narrowed the theory of motivation in which the need for 
achievement was seen as the important motive for the success 
of organizations where high achieving workers were needed. 
Three major categories in motivation theory developed. 
The need theories of Maslow, Murray, and McClelland; the 
cognitive theories of Herzberg, and the reinforcement 
theories of Skinner. Under this umbrella, major studies 
have been made, all of which have made contributions to 
motivation theory and to the better understanding of worker 
motivation. 
A review of the literature on motivation shows the 
following definitions are most often used. Motivation is 
defined as 
. . . the contemporary (immediate) influences on 
the directions, vigor, and persistence of action. 
(Atkinson, 1964) 
How behavior gets started, is energized, is 
sustained, is directed, is stopped, and what kind 
of subjective reaction is present in the organisms 
while all this is going on. (Jones, 1955) 
. . . The process of governing choices made by 
persons or lower organisms among alternative forms 
of voluntary activity. (Vroom, 1964) 
. a set of independent/dependent variables, 
relationships that explain the direction, ampli¬ 
tude, and persistence of a person's behavior, 
holding constant the effects of aptitude, skill 
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and understanding of the task, and the constraints 
operating in the environment. (Campbell and 
Pritchart, 1976) 
Three characteristics common to these definitions are: 
(1) What engages human behavior; (2) What directs or 
channels direct behavior; and (3) How this behavior is 
maintained or sustained. Because of the limitations of this 
study, both in sample and resources, there will be no 
attempt to find causal factors of teacher motivation. 
Campbell and Pritchart's definition of motivation was 
used as a guide by the researcher. Since teachers are 
workers and workers are motivated by both extrinsic and 
intrinsic factors, the assumption is that those theories 
that shed light on workers' motivations also apply to 
teachers . 
In the application of what is known about worker 
motivation, we find these models. The first, after Miles, 
Porter, and Kraft, (1966) compares the traditional model 
based on the assumption that work is inherently distasteful 
to most people, with the human relations model which holds 
that people want to be useful. The human resource model 
claims that work is not inherently distasteful. People want 
to contribute to goals which they have helped to establish. 
In the traditional model, what they do is less important to 
the workers than what they earn for doing it. They will 
tolerate work if the pay is decent and the boss is fair. In 
the human relations model, the expectation is that people 
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desire to belong and to be recognized as individuals. These 
needs are more important than money. People expect to share 
information with subordinates in routine decisions. This 
will satisfy their desire to belong and to feel important. 
Satisfying their needs will improve morale and reduce resis¬ 
tance to formal authority. Subordinates will willingly 
cooperate. 
The human resource model, on the other hand, assumes 
that people can exercise far more creative, responsible, 
self"direction and self-control than their present jobs 
demand. The expectation is that expanding subordinate 
influence, self-direction, and self-control, leads to direct 
improvement in operating efficiency, and work satisfaction 
may improve as a by-product of subordinates making full use 
of their resources. 
While recognizing there is no one best model, it 
appears that the human resource model of motivation is well 
suited as a model to help explain the motivation of 
teachers. 
Motivational Needs 
Motivation is a highly complex phenomenon that affects 
and is affected by multiple factors within the organization. 
An understanding of this is important when one tries to 
comprehend the effects of these variable factors within the 
organization on the motivation of teachers (Steers and 
Porter, 1983) . 
15 
four higher order motivational needs were selected 
for this study as being most closely identified as needs of 
teachers. Called "higher order needs" to distinguish them 
from more material needs such as salary and working condi¬ 
tions, the four, and their definitions, follow. 
The Need for Achievement 
McClelland, (1971, p. 13) defines this need as a 
recurrent concern for a goal state." It has two compo¬ 
nents: (1) a qualitative or directional component which 
includes the object toward which the need is directed; and 
(2) a quantitative or energetic component which consists of 
the strength or intensity of the need toward the objects. 
It is the central motivating force for people in both 
direction and achievement. 
An employee (according to McClelland) with high 
achievement needs would only be expected to pursue that need 
when environmental conditions were appropriate. The need 
can, therefore, be manifest or latent, depending on circum¬ 
stances. When high need achievers are placed in routine or 
non-challenging jobs, the achievement motive will probably 
not be activated. One would not expect superior performance 
under such conditions. 
McClelland's definition of the achievement motive is in 
terms of "Affect in connection with evaluated performance." 
This means that if the worker thinks s/he has done a good 
job, s/he derives satisfaction from the attainment of a 
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goal. Whether or not the workers’ performance is in fact 
good, is not a factor in the workers’ perception. 
Neither does high achievement motivation necessarily 
result in more efficient performance. Workers, according to 
McClelland, want to feel that their work is important, and 
they derive a sense of satisfaction when they have accom¬ 
plished their goals. Six statements in the questionnaire 
were designed to elicit responses differentiating personal 
and general goals and general satisfaction, self-confidence 
and happiness. 
Huizinga (1970) attempted to find support in the 
industrial work situation for Maslow's theory of motivation 
(proposed twenty-five years earlier), that of basic needs. 
In so doing, Huizinga examined both the psychological and 
management theory referred to by Maslow. Huizinga 
recognized Maslow's leadership in the area of humanistic 
psychology and he identified with Maslow's view of the 
holistic approach as opposed to the causal-mechanistic use 
of the natural sciences, particularly which in the case of 
psychology, had found its most strict application. In turn, 
when Huizinga's own study was completed (1970) he had 
examined Herzberg's higher order need theory (1959) and 
related it to Maslow's hierarchy in essential areas. 
However, along with others, Huizinga found grounds for 
criticism of Herzberg's methods--mainly because he felt 
there might be some bias in the interpretation of the 
results of the subject's recollection of satisfying 
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dissatisfying incidents at work. Nevertheless, Maslow and 
Herzberg’s findings are closely linked. 
Although the literature is extensive relating to the 
uses of higher order need theory in industrial and business 
settings, Pastor and Erlandson (1982) found that in the 
field of education, little had been done to assess teacher 
need strengths. However, one study in 1969, of Monroe 
County, NY teachers, using the Herzberg techniques found 
that achievement, recognition and responsibility were 
factors which contributed to teachers' satisfaction." 
Lortie, (1975) in his five-town study had found that 
teachers' major source of satisfaction comes from intrinsic 
or psychic rewards, both related to higher order needs. 
Pastor-Erlandson Study 
Pastor and Erlandson's (1982) study concentrated on 
whether higher-order, secondary-school teachers had higher- 
order needs and whether they related to job satisfaction. 
They proposed two null hypotheses: (1) there was no 
predominance of either higher or lower order need strength 
in secondary public school teachers; and (2) there was no 
correlation between job satisfaction and higher or lower 
order need .strength. They used the Job Diagnostic Survey 
from Hackman and Oldham's Higher Order Need Strength Measure 
B where needs are defined as a desire for: 
1. Participation in decision making 
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2. The use of a variety of valued skills and 
abilities 
3* Freedom and independence 
4. Challenge 
5. Expression of creativity 
6. Opportunity for learning 
Lower order needs were defined as a desire for: 
1. Higher pay 
2. Fringe benefits 
3. Job security 
4. Friendly co-workers 
5. Considerate supervision 
Thirty practicing secondary public school teachers in 
Brazos County, Texas were pilot tested in the instruction 
and questionnaire. Certain adjustments were made when the 
results were analyzed. The proposal's open-ended questions 
were also pilot tested and were subsequently amended to get 
more detailed response from the total sample. 
Ten school districts from five geographic areas in 
the United States—the west, southwest, midwest, north and 
east—were selected. None of the districts was in close 
proximity to a large urban area and each had the only high 
school in the district. All administrators served in a 
separate capacity from the teaching staff. 
Fifteen teachers were chosen randomly from each of the 
ten districts. All 150 teachers completed the question¬ 
naire. The study was carried over a two year period. In 
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the second year, phase two teachers in each school district, 
one who had the highest score for higher-order needs and one 
who had the lowest score were selected for the open-ended 
interview. 
Roughly two thirds of the respondents had predominantly 
higher order needs. The correlation between need strength 
and job description for the sample was .18 significant at 
the .02 level. However, correlations differed by district 
in which the teacher was employed. 
The conclusions drawn by the researchers and based on 
an analysis of the data are: 
Pastor and Erlandson, (1982) found that teachers have 
higher order needs for achievement, autonomy, affiliation, 
and recognition and that factors motivating teachers are 
identifiable and correlate with higher order needs. 
1. The needs of secondary public school teachers are 
predominantly higher order in nature. 
2. Job satisfaction is significantly related to 
teacher needs. 
3. There was significant correlation between being 
the main wage earner and higher order need 
strength. 
4. Present theories of motivation do not adequately 
explain teacher motivation and needs. 
Conley, Bacharach and Bauer (1989) reported in a study 
that surveyed 87 districts in New York state, randomized and 
stratified according to geographic size, wealth of the 
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Most district teachers district, and district expenditures, 
in the largest elementary and secondary schools received 
questionnaires. Only districts with a response rate of 30 
percent or higher were included in the analysis. The final 
sample contained 42 elementary school organizations and 45 
secondary school organizations. Data was aggregated at the 
school level and the results reported across schools, not 
across individuals. 
The study was designed to investigate the organiza¬ 
tional characteristics of schools that are associated with 
teacher career dissatisfaction. The theoretical concepts on 
which the study was based were bureaucracy, powerlessness, 
communication, supervision, career development and classroom 
environment. Career dissatisfaction was defined as the 
degree to which an individual is dissatisfied with his or 
her success in meeting his or her career goals. Ten 
hypotheses were formulated and correlated with career 
dissatisfaction separately for elementary and secondary 
schools . 
The only results of interest for the present study were 
those that confirmed the hypothesis that high levels of role 
ambiguity and routinization were associated with high levels 
of career dissatisfaction. 
Organizational Theory 
In the late 1950's, organizational theory became a 
respected area of research. This research analyzed the 
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effective organizational structure on the motivation of 
workers and offers valuable insights for the guidance of 
educational reformers. 
One of the fundamental principles underlying this body 
of knowledge was stated by Peter Drucker when speaking of 
business enterprises. He contended that such enterprises 
are systems, the "parts" of which are human beings contri¬ 
buting voluntarily of their knowledge, skill and dedication 
to a joint venture. 
The one common characteristic of all genuine systems 
according to Drucker, regardless of whether such a system be 
mechanical like the control of a missile, biological like a 
tree, or social like a business enterprise, is interdepen¬ 
dence. He carries the analogy further by stating that the 
whole enterprise is not strengthened necessarily by improv¬ 
ing one particular part; in fact the opposite result i..?v 
occur. 
The importance of Drucker's concept as applied to high 
schools as organizational systems is applicable to the 
schools in the present study. 
Modern high schools in the city in this study are 
modeled on the corporate structure that emerged from the 
reform movement of the early 1900's. According to Tyack, 
(1974) structural reformers "planned a basic shift in the 
control of education . . . they wished to emulate the 
process of decision-making used by men on the board of 
directors of a modern business corporation ... to delegat 
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almost total administrative power to an expert superinten¬ 
dent and his staff so that they could reshape the schools to 
fit the new economic and social conditions of an urban 
industrial society." 
It is not surprising that there is a large body of 
literature concerning business, since it was one of the 
dominant institutions in society during the twentieth 
century. As Tyack points out, between 1890 and 1940 the 
emphasis was on centralization and the corporate model for 
schools in the context of control for urban schools in 
particular. 
The real end of the structural reformers was to shut 
out the influences they viewed as detrimental to the running 
of the schools by a tightly controlled "professional" 
bureaucracy in which lay control was carefully filtered 
through a corporate school board. 
The internal changes in the schools brought about by 
the progressive administrative movement of the administra¬ 
tive progressives, are beyond the scope of this study, 
except to substantiate the statement that the corporate 
model of governance is still the norm in the present system. 
While the governance of individual high schools is 
mandated, the reality is that the control over what actually 
takes place in the classroom, lack of "internal linkages" as 
Lortie, (1973) and others pointed out, is often removed from 
such control. 
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By the end of the 1960's, Tyack says, established 
assumptions and practices were questioned. With the waning 
of the reform impulses of the 1960's, the task of teaching 
children in cities depended, as it has in the past, on those 
with full-time and long-term commitment, especially the 
teachers. 
Tyack concludes that substantial segments of this 
society no longer believe in centralism as 
effective response to human needs, no longer trust 
an enlightened paternalism of elites and experts, 
no longer accept the inevitability or justice of 
distribution of power and wealth along existing 
class and racial lines. To create urban schools 
which really teach students, which reflect 
pluralism of the society, which service the quest 
for social justice this is a task that will take 
persistent imagination, wisdom, and will. 
The system in which the teachers in this study work, 
has experimented from the 1960' s to some extent and has not 
been unreceptive to the multitudinous forces of society that 
have played upon it. However, the structure of the system 
has not changed from its original corporate type model as 
discussed under Tyack. 
This "loosely coupled," complex, organizational model 
has, in the case of corporations, engendered much research 
which could well be useful in looking at school organiza¬ 
tion . 
The headmaster or principal is the sole legal represen¬ 
tative, totally responsible for the conduct and performance 
of staff, from assistant headmasters, teachers, specialists, 
paraprofessionals to custodians. The headmaster or princi¬ 
pal is also responsible for the physical plant and its 
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appearances; all monies in his/her custody, including funds 
given to the school for scholarships etc. In short, the 
headmaster acts as an agent of the school board as its legal 
representative. In practice, many of these responsibilities 
are delegated as duties to others, but the fact remains that 
the headmaster has the final responsibility. 
The public high school headmaster, in turn, answers to 
the area superintendent. In this system there are five 
administrative districts, each with a superintendent who has 
jurisdiction over all the schools in the district. Area 
superintendents report directly to the superintendent who 
answers to the school board. Recently, the school board has 
strengthened its superintendent's role (in theory at least) 
by voting to limit the school board’s authority to setting 
overall policy and giving full authority and responsibility 
to the superintendent for the daily operation of the 
schools. However, in the real world of city politics, there 
remains constant tension between theory and praxis. 
It is apparent that at present, there is a strong 
movement toward centralization in contrast to the policies 
of the previous superintendent who favored a modicum of 
decentralization. Since the system has had nine superin¬ 
tendents since 1967, an outsider might conclude that there 
has been some lack of consistency in the direction of the 
system. 
According to Likert (1967) the importance of trust and 
confidences on the part of subordinates toward superiors and 
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vice versa is an essential ingredient in successful organi¬ 
zations. An approach to arriving at a common solution of 
problems and decisions regarding them is based on coordi¬ 
nated fact finding coupled with group decision process. 
This process yields an analysis and interpretation of the 
facts by the group in terms of shared experience. This 
leads to a wide variety of decisions being examined before 
narrowing to one solution. The solution is accepted by all 
as their decision with each person highly motivated to carry 
it out well. 
Applied to schools as presently organized this suggests 
that principals who so behave that teachers feel free to 
discuss important issues relating to their work with them; 
lowers the instances of conflict that result in the reduc¬ 
tion of motivational forces. 
In Likert's four systems of organization that he calls 
exploitive authorative; benevolent authorative; consultive 
and participative (systems 1-4) when one reaches the 
participative system, motivational forces generally rein¬ 
force each other in a substantial and cumulative manner. 
Personnel feel real responsibility for the organizations’ 
goals and are motivated to behave in ways to implement them. 
Furthermore, favorable cooperative attitudes are generated 
throughout the organization with mutual trust and confidence 
toward other members. 
The major differences between upper level managers and 
school principals, according to Lortie (1975) is in the 
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degree of flexibility allowed managers versus that of 
principals. Administrators (principals) are mandated to 
carry out policy decisions made by others (school boards, 
superintendents) and they run considerable risks for failure 
to do so. This is an area of subtle conflict, particularly 
if the goals are vague, ambiguous or go against the 
individual's assessment of the policy. Likewise, the 
administrator’s style, managerial methods, training (or lack 
thereof) impact the staff for good or ill. Managers, 
however, in the private sector generally are rewarded for a 
good performance and penalized for its lack. Concomitant 
with, and as part of the manager's role, his authority is 
usually clearly defined and understood by him and his 
subordinates. In successful organizations, the goals of the 
organization are clear and great effort is expanded to 
develop an organizational ethos supporting those goals. 
Considerable evidence exists that the satisfaction of 
subordinates is positively associated with the degree to 
which they are permitted an opportunity to participate in 
making decisions (Baumgarten, 1956; Jacobson, 1951; Wechert, 
1951; Ross and Zonder, 1957). 
An important point was made by Vroom, 1959, 1960 who 
obtained evidence suggesting that the effects of participa¬ 
tion in decision making depends on the personality of the 
participant . . . and varied with the strength of the need 
and the degree of authoritarianism in the work place. 
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on organizational From the vast amount of the work done 
theory as applied to modern corporations and bureaucracies 
in both the private and public sectors, it is apparent that 
the environment of the workplace has an impact on the 
personnel involved. 
Translated to the school setting, this would include 
the administration and the practice of administrators; the 
role of decision making, evaluation, accountability, staff 
development and collegial relationships. 
For the purposes of this study, these are the areas 
selected as the most applicable. 
28 
CHAPTER III 
DESIGN OF THE STUDY 
This study focuses on the perceptions of teachers 
concerning their motivational needs, the important elements 
of the high schools' organization and the relationships 
between them. 
It was limited by the resources available to the 
researcher who decided to confine the field to one geo¬ 
graphical area and six schools as providing a sample one 
researcher could properly cover. This district is called 
the city of Athens in this study. 
In order to carry out the purpose of this study, it was 
first necessary to explore the literature on motivational 
needs of workers. Organizational theory was also examined 
for those characteristics corresponding to the present 
governance structure of the high schools in Athens. 
Based on this review, the second step was to design and 
test a Likert-type questionnaire most compatible for admin¬ 
istration within the schools. The data was collected and 
analyzed using an SPSSX program, with Pearson significance 
of .01 and a cutoff of 60 percent SAMA (strongly agree- 
mildly agree aggregate score). 
Limitations imposed by the use of a questionnaire and 
the resulting return rates such an instrument carries with 
it, and the limiting of the number of schools to six are all 
recognized and taken into consideration. 
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In addition, since teachers, through the transfer 
system had some choice in selecting their schools, it was a 
thought that this might influence their perceptions. While 
all the schools were organized and governed in the same way, 
there might be subtle differences in this governance brought 
on by administrators’ style and personality. Moreover, a 
prior administration had introduced the concept of school 
based management that at least had raised the consciousness 
of some administrators and teachers to the possibility of 
change. 
Selection of the Schools 
In the city of Athens there are seventeen high schools. 
Three admit students only by examination. These are the two 
Latin schools and the technical high school. Magnet schools 
are schools which students choose based on their special 
programs and entrance is governed by seat availability and 
racial guidelines. The most numerous are the district high 
schools where students are assigned based on residence 
within certain zones along racial guidelines under a 
desegregation order. 
Criteria used in the selection of the six schools to 
obtain maximum diversity in the sample were: type of high 
school; size of enrollment; location in all sections of the 
city to reflect its cultural diversity. 
From this area, four public high schools, three dis¬ 
trict, and one exam school were selected. The reason for 
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S was that since the district choosing three district schooi 
high schools enrolled the most students, they should have 
greater representation. They were also selected because of 
their location, their programs and their buildings. 
In order to have a diversified sample in enrollment 
size as well as type, the largest examination school, DELTA, 
was selected as the fourth public school. The original plan 
to include a magnet school had to be dropped, and in its 
place, two private high schools in the same district were 
substituted. Next in size to DELTA was ALPHA, located in 
the southwest section of the city. BETA is located in the 
heart of the minority community and is third in enrollment. 
OMEGA, in the southwest section of the city, is the smallest 
public high school. The two private schools are the 
smallest of all the schools. THETA is in the same area as 
OMEGA, while EPSILON is in relatively the same area as 
ALPHA. 
Description of Selected High Schools 
Alpha High: Housed in a large modern building, this 
school was placed on the outer limits of the city in a 
relatively isolated area surrounded by some parkway space 
and private residences. A previous mayor had hoped to make 
it a neighborhood high school drawing on a largely all- 
white, middle-class neighborhood for its students. However, 
to comply with desegregation orders of the Federal Court, at 
present it is a district high school integrated by busing in 
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minority students. it was physically designed to be 
governed on the house system. The school offers the cus¬ 
tomary college level curriculum along with business courses. 
Its one unique element is its agriculture/horticulture 
course, a remnant of a former program previously housed in 
another school, now closed. Built in 1976 on the house 
concept, the 169,000 square foot building’s capacity 
includes space reserved for community (non-school) use. It 
has the capacity for 1,322 students. The present enrollment 
is 1,085. 
Pe^~a—High: Beta, on the other hand, is also a district 
school, but in contrast to Alpha, is situated in the heart 
of the minority community in a neighborhood once largely 
white. Moreover, the building is laid out along more 
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traditional lines. Some of the school's population is 
housed in an annex that also presents problems. In contrast 
to Alpha, many minority students are non-English speaking. 
No bilingual programs for certain groups exist. The school 
also has a proportionately larger percentage of students who 
are eligible for special services under the state law for 
students with special needs (Chapter 766). Built in 1925, 
it has 153,400 square feet, with a capacity for 875. The 
present enrollment is 634. 
Delta High: Delta high is considered to be the crown 
jewel of the system. One of three city high schools that 
admit students only by examination at the 7th and 9th 
grades, it is the only six year high school in the system. 
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Proud of its long history and its many distinguished 
graduates, it has a very high rate of acceptance to the most 
prestigious universities and colleges in the country includ¬ 
ing the elite "Ivy league" schools. 
Delta is also housed in a traditional building but 
unlike Beta High, this school is in such dilapidated 
condition it is under a Federal Court order to be renovated, 
a process just now begun (a year after the field work done 
in this study). 
Delta High is located in the heart of the city that 
includes the medical complex which distinguishes the city. 
It is close by a ten-story, modern building of another 
public high school (long Delta's arch rival on the playing 
fields) , and several universities and museums. The reno¬ 
vated building will again make this school even more 
prestigious. Although easily accessible by public trans¬ 
portation, it also has busing both for minority and white 
students. 
The distinguishing characteristics of Delta are the 
heavy emphasis on a more classical curriculum, geared 
primarily for the college bound, and the fierce competition, 
not only to enter the school, but also to survive it. It 
also has a high percentage of white middle class students 
who enter from parochial schools at the sixth and ninth 
grades. It has the lowest percentage of black students 
relative to its size of any other high school in the system. 
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Delta was built in 1922, has 246,058 square feet, with a 
capacity for 2,280, and has a present enrollment of 2,190. 
Ogega Hiqh: The third district high school is located 
in the southeast region of the city and is the site of more 
troubled times during desegregation. It is also the small¬ 
est of the public schools in the study, presently enrolling 
850. It too, is built on a traditional design not unlike 
both Beta and Delta. it is located in the heart of a 
residential area, predominantly white, on a large hill with 
a pleasant prospect not far from the ocean. It offers the 
same curriculum as the other district high schools but is 
characterized by an atmosphere somewhat more relaxed in the 
presentation of its curricula. Built in 1901, it has 
159,320 square feet, with a capacity for 1,042. 
Theta Hiqh: Theta is one of the two private schools in 
the study. It is located in the same section of the city as 
Omega, but unlike Omega it is on a main street, with heavy 
traffic, no open space, and surrounded by light industry. 
Its student population consists of females only and the 
faculty is both lay and religious with several male teach¬ 
ers. The religious women are from a community noted for its 
outstanding educational commitment. These students pay 
tuition, if possible, but otherwise the deficit is covered 
by other means. The building is very old and while clean 
and well kept up, is showing its age. Despite the physical 
plant, however, the school recently was accredited for ten 
years by the NEASC, a reflection of its high academic 
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standards. Since most of its students are from lower income 
families, many students go to work after graduation rather 
than to college. 
Epsilon Hiqh: The second private girls' school is 
unlike Theta in several respects. it is located in a pre¬ 
dominantly white and more affluent section of the city. The 
building is more modern (built in 1935) and while on a main 
street it is in a residential area. Its faculty, although 
headed by a religious woman as principal, is mostly made up 
of laymen and women. The year this school's teachers parti¬ 
cipated in the study, (unknown to the researcher at the 
time) , the school was undergoing an internal conflict 
resulting in the departure of several members of the 
community that had originally founded the school. The four 
remaining sisters are from different congregations. 
Both private school principals in Theta and Epsilon are 
hired by a Central board, but the principals hire the 
teachers, both lay and religious, and in this they have more 
control over the selection of their faculties than do the 
public school headmasters who have to select by the "rule of 
three." This is an agreement with the teachers' union 
whereby the three most senior applicants are presented and 
the headmaster may choose any of the three regardless of 
seniority. However, in the first instance, as to the lay 
faculty, because of the wide difference in beginning 
salaries between the public and private systems, there is 
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some concern about the experience level of the private 
school applicants. 
_of the Questionnaire 
In designing the questionnaire, (see Appendix A) the 
researcher first examined the literature on motivational 
needs and selected four as being applicable to teachers as 
working along with five organizational characteristics that 
would be applicable to schools. 
The motivational needs were: Achievement, Autonomy, 
Decision Input and Recognition. The organizational charac¬ 
teristics were: Administration/Administrators, Evaluation, 
Accountability, Collegial Relations and Staff Development. 
As previously noted, the bulk of the research in the 
area of organization theory and the motivational needs of 
workers stems primarily from industry and commerce. How¬ 
ever, little change of a substantive nature was necessary; 
it was mainly a problem of translation. 
An explanation of how these needs and characteristics 
were adapted for use with teachers follows. 
Motivational Needs and Application to the Questionnaire 
(See Appendix C for charts pertaining to Motivational 
Needs) 
Achievement 
Workers want to feel that their work is important and 
they derive a sense of accomplishment when they have 
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achieved their goals. McClelland found that high achieving 
workers set goals for themselves or accepted goals of the 
institution and this goal setting was one of their major 
characteristics. 
Statements in the questionnaire regarding achievement 
revolve around general and particular goals, (for example, 
student success) , personal satisfaction in the face of 
obstacles and general satisfaction as expressed in state¬ 
ments of self-confidence and happiness. 
Recognition 
Workers expressed a need to be recognized for their 
work. Herzberg's studies showed that such recognition could 
be in extrinsic (i.e. money, promotion) or intrinsic (i.e. 
appreciation of others). 
Statements revolving around this need contrast prior 
status of teachers with present status as seen by society; 
dependence on supervisors for promotion and or pay 
increases; questions tied to merit pay; expectations 
concerning recognition by supervisors; and feelings of 
abandonment. 
Decision Input 
Likert demonstrated that workers who participated in 
decisions concerning their work contributed greatly to the 
success of the enterprise. Teachers also wish to be 
included in decisions concerning their work. 
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Specifically as adapted for teachers, statements in the 
questionnaire revolve around input into curricula decisions. 
Statements also concern input into performance ratings and 
in concert with administrators, some role in broad decisions 
affecting their jobs. The statements also ask about 
teachers willingness to serve on committees or faculty 
senate if these bodies are given a real voice in decision. 
Autonomy 
Lortie found that teachers tended to work alone, and 
studies in other occupations also found that autonomy needs 
often mitigated against groups and teaming. 
Statements in the questionnaire applying this to 
teachers revolve around the setting of individual school 
budgets and freedom to set own goals. Other statements 
asked about individual school governance and teachers being 
trusted to keep up in their fields. 
Organizational Characteristics and Application 
to the Questionnaire 
The style, both formal and informal, of administrators 
has been widely studied. The statements in the question¬ 
naire probe the perceptions of the teachers regarding both 
the headmaster/principal and their immediate supervisor, the 
department head. Along with this, the communication style 
of the administrator and the levels of the bureaucracy the 
teacher may or may not be aware of, are also the subject of 
38 
statements in this section. Statements on how schools 
should be ranked, both by student performance and standard¬ 
ized testing are also included. 
Organizational characteristics addressed in the liter¬ 
ature that are perceived as inhibiting or enhancing work 
have been adapted by the writer to fit more closely the 
reality of teachers as workers. (See Appendix for charts 
pertaining to Organizational Characteristics.) 
Administration/Administrators 
Administrative style: Manager's work and style closely 
correspond in many respects to that of school administration 
and administrators' formal and informal approaches; adminis¬ 
trator as instructional leader; distance of central office 
from day to day operations; the role of faculty senates 
where they exist; the need for collegiality and change of 
structure; the role of department heads; the ranking of 
schools by student performance in general; and the ranking 
of schools in particular through standardized testing. 
Evaluation 
Workers grant the necessity of evaluation of their 
performance. All institutions have some form of evaluation 
linked to promotion or salary increases. While in large 
school districts teachers through collective bargaining 
often earn salary increases not always linked to perfor- 
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mance, nevertheless, all systems have some form of 
evaluation. 
The question of who evaluates is explored by statements 
revolving around evaluation by the headmaster alone or 
equally with the department head or by others not now in the 
loop, (i.e. outside experts, peers). 
The frequency of evaluations and the fairness of the 
instrument or procedures used along with the teachers' 
perceptions of their evaluations are all subject of state¬ 
ments. Also included is a statement on whether or not the 
instrument could be improved. 
Collegial Relationships 
As Drucker noted, the development of collegial rela¬ 
tionships characterize successful enterprises where there is 
intimate and frequent contact among the workers. Enter¬ 
prises lose this when the organization grows too large. 
Contacts among workers are directly proportional to both 
frequency and opportunity. 
Statements in the questionnaire exploring these 
relationships were designed to discover if teachers confine 
contacts to members of the same department, or if they 
formed their own groups voluntarily. Statements also 
concerned how well teachers knew one another in general and 
if time and scheduling were factors in this. 
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Accountability 
Teachers are also held accountable for their work but 
to a degree differing from other workers. Most organiza¬ 
tions have definite standards that are definable with 
sanctions for not reaching them. How teachers perceive what 
they should be accountable for and how they feel they should 
be held accountable are the basis for statements revolving 
around these issues. The area of accountability in educa¬ 
tion is so wide at this time that statements in this section 
do not attempt to do more than ask about the more obvious 
areas. 
As previously stated, in order to gain a greater 
insight into teachers' thinking on these issues, and as a 
check on the responses the following topics were the subject 
of a number of statements: Statements regarding teacher's 
choice of profession as to whether or not they would choose 
the same profession again; the importance of teaching as a 
profession; teachers' perception of a certain amount of 
frustration; the love of teaching both in personal and 
general terms; high school teachers distinguished from 
elementary school teachers in their willingness to speak out 
on issues; the encouragement teachers give to the young to 
become teachers; the primary interest of elected school 
boards; expectation' concerning change for the future; 
whether or not high school structures will be radically 
reformed; and whether student responsibility should be 
emphasized. 
41 
Several considerations entered into the decision to use 
a Likert-type questionnaire as the data gathering tool in 
the field; first, the relative ease of distribution to the 
teachers, and second, the least demand on teacher time to 
respond. 
The decision to use a Likert model for the responses, 
leaving out the middle term was to force the choice between 
strongly and mildly agree and mildly disagree and strongly 
disagree. This was important because the strength of the 
motivational needs and the organizational characteristics 
was important to the study. 
The questionnaire went through two revisions after 
being field tested with high school teachers in a school not 
included in the study. One teacher from each of the follow¬ 
ing departments, Math, English, Social Studies, Art and 
Reading were given the questionnaire to get diversity in the 
sample. They were asked to read the statements to ascertain 
if there were any ambiguous or irrelevant statements. The 
researcher then discussed the responses with the teacher in 
interviews ranging from a half an hour to an hour and a 
half. The final version was the one administered. 
Demographics 
Demographic data was included in the questionnaire as 
control on the sample. Gender was included to see if the 
ratio corresponded with the total faculty. Years teaching 
at the secondary level was considered important information 
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to determine the experience of the teachers, while areas of 
certification were necessary to see if all departments were 
represented. Other items in this section are whether or not 
the teacher had been laid off or voluntarily transferred, 
how many high schools they have worked in and whether or not 
they have worked in another full time occupation, along with 
a question on whether or not they live in the city where 
they work. Some of the above items will not be pursued if 
they appear not to have any significant bearing on the 
responses to the questionnaire. 
As an indication of the strength of either motivational 
need variables or organization variables, a cut-off response 
of 60 percent SAMA or greater was established. Only those 
items at or above 60 percent SAMA were correlated. All 
responses were computerized using an SPSSX program and the 
services of a member of the Boston College O'Neill Computer 
Center. 
Teachers were guaranteed both confidentiality and 
anonymity in the letter accompanying the questionnaire. 
They were also given the option of discussing their answers 
with the researcher by filling out a tear-off sheet with 
their name and telephone number. 
In order that the statements concerning motivational 
needs and organizational characteristics not become appar 
ent, and thereby possibly skewing the respondents replies 
if known, sixteen opinion statements are introduced in the 
questionnaire. 
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Distribution of the Questionnaire Survey 
It was necessary to get permission from the central 
office of the system to give out the questionnaires in the 
schools even though teachers would not be approached during 
the school day. The central administration required that 
all research be checked by an administrator designated for 
this work, and that permission was granted on the proviso 
that area superintendents and headmasters would also agree. 
The private schools only required the permission of the 
principals. In both cases permission was granted although 
it was a lengthy process. 
Only classroom teachers were included. The researcher 
had to depend on school secretaries for faculty lists in the 
public schools and the principals in the private schools. 
While every effort was made to give every classroom teacher 
a questionnaire, one of the limitations of this study is 
that this cannot be guaranteed. 
Three hundred and fifty surveys were distributed and 
one hundred and six returned. Five had to be discarded as 
incomplete or incorrectly marked leaving n as 101. Every 
attempt was made to limit distribution to classroom 
teachers, leaving out administrators such as department 
heads, housemasters, and guidance people. 
The actual distribution was as follows: The survey was 
placed in a large manilla envelope, along with a legal size 
white envelope. The instructions told the teachers to place 
the completed survey in the manilla envelope and if they 
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wished to discuss their answers with the researcher, to fill 
out the tear-off sheet at the bottom and place it in the 
white envelope and seal it. The white envelope was to go 
inside the manila one and it too was to be sealed. The 
cover letter to the teacher explained the reasons for the 
study, and said that the researcher, as a colleague, would 
appreciate the teacher's cooperation. 
The surveys were collected in marked boxes in the 
offices and periodically picked up by the researcher. After 
the first or second week, follow-up notes on brightly 
colored paper, thanking teachers for answering and reques¬ 
ting their response if they had not yet done so. Teachers 
were also advised that extra copies of the survey were 
available if they had lost or mislaid them. The average 
time before ending collection was roughly three school 
weeks. During this time, the researcher called on various 
people whom she knew, asking their assistance in getting 
teachers to reply. 
There are several recognized limitations on the use of 
a questionnaire. One is the rate of return is low. 
However, it was felt that if the return rate approximated 
twenty to twenty-five percent, this would be acceptable as 
within the normal range of return for this type of instru¬ 
ment. A second limitation was that the teachers who 
returned the questionnaires would probably be the more 
involved and interested teachers. However, since they could 
agree or disagree with the statements it was thought that 
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their interest would not of itself change their responses 
A third was the limited sample of schools in one district 
46 
CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
In this chapter, the data emerging from the study is 
divided into two parts; the first, pertaining to Motiva¬ 
tional Needs and the second to Organizational Characteris¬ 
tics. Only those data exceeding 60 percent SAMA, the level 
of acceptance in the design plan are noted unless a strong 
negative is indicated. (See Appendices C and D for complete 
tables.) 
Summary of the Data on Motivational Needs—All Schools 
The data on the four motivational needs were subjected 
to the Mann-Whitney non-parametric analog to the t-test (see 
Table 4.1). Decision Input, Cl; Achievement C2; and Auto¬ 
nomy, C3 were all statistically similar at .05. Recogni¬ 
tion, C4, was not. 
TABLE 4.1 MANN-WHITNEY CONFIDENCE INTERVAL AND TEST 
Mean Median C2 C3 C4 
Cl 89 92 .07 .64 .0039 
C2 76 82.8 .07 .14 .0072 
C3 93.3 95 .64 .14 .0034 
C4 53.9 50.5 .0039 .0372 .0034 
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While these results do not allow one to gauge the 
relative order of the strength among the three, it does 
permit the conclusion that Recognition is not as important a 
factor for the teachers in this study as the other three. 
Decision Input Needs—Results 
Under the rubric of "decision input," statements 
receiving more than 90 percent agreement dealt with the 
following, teachers should have a broader role in policies 
concerning curriculum; they should have a role in decisions 
affecting their jobs; and they should have a role in shaping 
criteria for performance rating, all rather particular 
points. (Figure 4.1) 
On the related question as to method to be used, 69.4 
percent of teachers agreed on the effectiveness of protest 
against policies as a way to bring about change. However, 
91 percent (SAMA) indicated their willingness to work on 
committees which had authority to act. Moreover, 93 percent 
concurred that decisions affecting the schools should be 
made by administrators and teachers. (See Figure 4.1.) 
Since participation in decision making is a major 
factor in the discussion of school-based management systems, 
it is interesting to note that the teachers placed the need 
for input into decisions regarding curricula first, with 
decisions regarding performance rating criteria second, and 
job related decision input, third. The broader categories 
of "decisions affecting schools" was last. Ninety-three 
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Percent of (n-101) responses to Questionnaire 
Statements # 1-6. 
FIGURE 4.1 MOTIVATIONAL MEEDS—DECISION INPUT 
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percent SAMA of teachers agreed that decisions affecting the 
schools should be made by teachers and administrators. Any 
fears administrators might have that the teachers in this 
study seek to take over administrative prerogatives should 
be somewhat allayed. 
Under Decision Input, the only exception was the 69.7 
percent SAMA response to the statement concerning protest as 
an effectual way to bring about change. However when 
coupled with the 66.3 SAMA who replied that they thought 
many teachers felt abandoned by the system, the reason might 
be that the teachers felt they would not be supported by a 
majority of their colleagues or it could be a certain fear 
of speaking out with unknown consequences. 
Achievement Needs 
The following data is shown in Figure 4.2; strong 
support, 97 percent, to the statement that teachers derive 
great satisfaction when they achieved goals set by them¬ 
selves . 
A very high percentage, 99 percent, indicated teachers' 
satisfaction in seeing their students succeed. 
Ninety-five percent of the teachers showed confidence 
in their abilities by agreeing with the statement that they 
had done a good job teaching under difficult circumstances. 
Eighty-five percent of teachers agreed they were happy with 
their decision to become teachers. 
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statement 
Percent of (n-101) responses to Questionnaire 
Statements # 29-33. 
FIGURE 4.2 MOTIVATIONAL NEEDS—ACHIEVEMENT 
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To the statement that "I could care less what others 
think, I know I am a good teacher," the percentage was 85.6 
percent in favor. 
Autonomy Needs 
Data on Autonomy is shown in Figure 4.3. On the 
question of setting one's own goals against imposed goals, 
85.6 percent of the teachers agreed with the statement. 
Tenured teachers felt they had proved their competence 
and should be trusted to keep up in their fields by 88.4 
percent. 
Eighty percent agreed schools should govern their own 
affairs. 
On the question of working on teams, the statement was 
cast to tease out those who were strongly autonomous; 
however, results were widely scattered: 52.5 percent 
against team teaching to 47.5 percent in favor. 
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statement 
Percent of (n-101) responses to Questionnaire 
Statements # 12-15. 
FIGURE 4.3 MOTIVATIONAL NEEDS--AUTONOMY 
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Recognition Needs 
On the question of recognition, (see Figure 4.4) there 
were several broad categories on community recognition of 
teachers and the profession along with how such recognition 
should be given. 
Thirty-two percent of teachers strongly agreed that the 
general public cares about education. Only 39.8 percent 
agreed that most look up to teachers and respect the 
profession. 
However, this contrasts with how the teachers felt 
their teachers had encouraged them to become teachers when 
they entered the field. The results were evenly divided, 
50.6 percent to 49.5 percent. 
When asked if they would leave teaching given a good 
opportunity because teachers are not respected, only 46.5 
percent said they would leave. 
Seventy-one point one percent of teachers agreed they 
did their best work when they knew their efforts were 
recognized and 58.5 percent indicated they knew that their 
rating depended on the approval of their immediate super¬ 
visor . 
A surprising 66.3 percent agreed that many teachers 
were marking time, feeling abandoned by the system and the 
public. 
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FIGURE 4.4 MOTIVATIONAL NEEDS--RECOGNITION 
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As to how they are to be recognized, teachers were 
evenly divided on the question of merit pay (undefined) 
(49.0 to 51.0), but when asked if they supported differen¬ 
tiation in roles and salary as a fair way to reward excel¬ 
lent teachers, and providing teachers are partners in the 
decision, agreement rose to 70.8 percent in favor. 
Organizational Characteristics 
Organizational characteristics were divided into those 
relating to personnel; (headmasters/principals/department 
heads) and those operating aspects of governance, such as 
scheduling, staff development, collegial relations, account¬ 
ability and evaluation. (See Appendix D for tables.) 
Administration/Administrators—All Schools 
Headmasters/Principals and Department Heads 
The headmaster/principal statements concerned the 
teachers' perceptions of how the headmaster/principal 
communicated with staff, his/her leadership style and the 
qualities teachers approved or disapproved of in their 
present head. 
Figure 4.5 shows the following data: Seventy-nine 
point four percent agreed that their headmasters' leadership 
qualities were evident to teachers. Headmasters were seen 
as the major instructional leader by only 56.0 percent. 
Seventy-three point one percent of teachers agreed that the 
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headmaster could no longer command but must gain the support 
of staff to succeed. 
Headmasters used the "open door" policy as a way of 
communicating with teachers--72.7 percent agreed. Seventy- 
three point five percent agreed headmasters and other 
administrators depended heavily on memoranda to inform 
staff. 
Only 19.2 percent agreed that headmasters meetings were 
frequent, well prepared, and provided time for interaction 
with teachers. (See Figure 4.5) 
There was little support for the statement that the 
headmaster demonstrated leadership by carrying out all 
directives from central—only 26.8 percent. 
Neither was the headmaster a frequent visitor to 
classrooms in the opinion of 67.7 percent. 
Department heads were considered instructional leaders 
by only 48.0 percent of teachers. Seventy-three point five 
percent agreed that department heads (along with other 
administrators) relied heavily on memoranda to inform staff. 
Seventy point seven percent agreed that their headmas¬ 
ter seriously considered the advice of department heads 
before making decisions. 
Other aspects of administration and governance were the 
role of area superintendents, Faculty Senate, University and 
business pairings. (See Figure 4.6) 
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FIGURE 4.5 ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS-- 
ADMINISTRATORS 
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Percent of (n-101) responses to other 
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FIGURE 4.6 ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS-- 
ADMINISTRATION 
Sixty three point nine percent agreed the central 
office had little impact on the day-to-day work of teachers. 
Eighty percent agreed that the area superintendent's role is 
to carry out the mandates of the superintendent. 
Figure 4.6 indicates the following: Faculty senates 
were considered ineffective by 57.1 percent because they 
were merely advisory boards. 
However, 86.2 percent agreed that Faculty Senates can 
be effective when their advice is seriously considered by 
the Headmaster. 
Sixty-eight point nine percent agreed that University 
and business pairings had been helpful. Ranking of schools 
by test scores received little support, only 18 percent. 
There was little support, 34.7 percent, for the present 
structure of high schools, the hierarchial model. 
Collegial Relations 
Figure 4.7 shows the following data: 50.5 percent 
agreed that contacts with other teachers was usually between 
members of the same department. 
Sixty-six percent agreed that teachers generally knew 
one another in their school. 
Schedules did not allow teachers of the same subject to 
meet during the day, seventy-one percent of teachers agreed. 
However, 90.8 percent agreed that teachers tended to 
form their own groups in their school. Fifty-four point 
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five percent agreed teachers rarely had an opportunity to 
get together to discuss school matters. 
Accountability 
It was evident that the teachers in this study felt 
that accountability issues were divided into those for which 
they would accept a greater measure of responsibility than 
others. Those for which they were willing to take respon¬ 
sibility were; taking advantage of inservice opportunities; 
being advocates for their students, while they also agreed 
that the teachers in all departments should take responsi¬ 
bility for the reading and writing scores of the students. 
However, they gave weak support to the statements that they 
should be held responsible for either their students scores 
on standardized tests or for their students failure rate. 
Teachers agreed strongly that they should be more 
involved with issues affecting their schools, corroborating 
the results under Decision Input. (See # 5 where the 
statement was specific as to role and decisions.) They also 
agreed strongly that when faculty was strongly involved and 
committed Faculty Senates were more effective. (Figure 4.8) 
Other accountability issues dealt with teachers' 
responsibility for student performance and school-wide 
responsibility. In the first instance 55.8 percent agreed, 
but school-wide responsibility (all departments) for reading 
and writing received stronger support—65.3 percent. 
However, when asked if teachers should be advocates for 
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FIGURE 4.7 ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS-- 
COLLEGIAL RELATIONSHIPS 
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FIGURE 4.8 ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS-- 
ACCOUNTABILITY 
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their students, 87.1 percent agreed. Support for the 
statement that "I should be judged by my students standard¬ 
ized test scores," was weak, only 14.1 percent agreed. 
Support was slightly stronger for "teachers should be 
held accountable for their students failure rate--27.6 
percent. 
Under accountability, teachers were again asked if they 
should become more involved in issues affecting their 
schools (see #5 under Decision Input where the statement was 
specific role and decisions). Ninety-eight percent agreed. 
Smaller classes would guarantee better student results 
in the opinion of 86.0 percent. 
Ninety point five percent considered Faculty Senates 
effective when the faculty was strongly involved and 
committed. 
Evaluation 
The following is indicated in Figure 4.9: 72.7 percent 
agreed that frequent evaluations were helpful providing they 
were supportive and not judgmental. 
Support for yearly evaluations only for tenured 
teachers who have received a previous unsatisfactory rating 
was scattered; 53.2 percent SAMA to 46.8 percent MDSD. 
The present instrument used for evaluation was judged 
fair by 46.5 percent. However, 88.5 percent agreed their 
evaluations had been fair. 
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FIGURE 4.9 ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS—EVALUATION 
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Sixty nine point six percent disagreed that headmasters 
had used the instrument unfairly. 
There was strong support for improvement of the present 
instrument—86.0 percent. 
As to how and by whom teachers should be evaluated, 
strongest support was given to the statement, "I would like 
to be evaluated by a person of recognized competence in my 
field; eighty-six point seven percent agreed. Little 
support was given to evaluation by headmasters alone, only 
19.1 SAMA with 80.9 percent MDSD against. Department head 
evaluation alone received only a little more support—40.7 
percent SAMA to 59.4 percent MDSD against. Evaluation 
equally by department head and headmaster received 71.6 
percent agreement. 
Fifty-one point one percent SAMA supported evaluation 
by a committee of peers to 45.5 percent MDSD. 
Staff Development 
As shown in Figure 4.10, 85 percent of teachers agreed 
that many inservice and staff development projects are 
ineffective. Fifty-eight point four percent disagreed with 
the statement that inservice meetings as presently consti¬ 
tuted are helpful while 62.4 percent agreed that inservice 
training had little effect on experienced teachers' perfor¬ 
mance . 
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Summary of All Organizational Characteristics--All Schools 
Under Administration/Administrators the evidence of 
headmaster/principal leadership was fairly strong, 79.4 
percent SAMA. Since "leadership" was purposely left 
undefined, the teachers' perceptions on what constitutes 
"leadership" no doubt differed. 
However, one of the principal duties of the headmaster 
that directly affects teachers is evaluation. When one 
looks at how teachers seek to be evaluated, it appears that 
a similar degree of confidence in principals and department 
heads is not as strong. The key statement "I would like to 
be evaluated by a person of recognized competence elicited a 
response of 86.7 percent SAMA. This would appear to be an 
area to be explored further, particularly in the light of 
these teachers rejection of heads as instructional leaders 
along with the low response to department heads in fulfill¬ 
ing this role. Such investigation could prove fruitful in 
lessening tension, particularly since these teachers have 
indicated no antagonism toward their particular administra¬ 
tors . 
One other area, the method of communicating with staff, 
indicated some distancing (use of memoranda, staff meeting 
preparation, etc.) on the part of administrators. Coupled 
with teacher dissatisfaction with current evaluatio.. 
instruments and staff development projects, it would appear 
that more could be done to improve the situation by making 
such items apparent to these administrators. As has been 
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stated previously, it is the teachers’ perception of these 
matters, whether objectively true or false, that have to be 
addressed. 
Another area of interest is the apparent handicap that 
present scheduling policies have on developing the collegial 
atmosphere conducive to good line-staff relationships. 
Since accountability is a burning issue today, the responses 
of the teachers in this area are informative. 
The fairly low response of 62.4 percent SAMA to whether 
or not effective teachers take inservice opportunities, 
probably reflects the low regard in which the present 
inservice is held. 
The very high 98.0 percent SAMA response to the general 
statement that teachers should become more involved with 
school issues reflects the responses under Decision Input 
Needs. 
Since Faculty Senates are contractually the one body 
presently dealing with administration at the school level, 
although only advisory bodies, the teachers responded with a 
90.5 percent SAMA to the statement that the Faculty Senate 
can only be effective with teachers who are strongly 
involved and committed. 
Teachers felt they should be advocates for their 
students with a strong 87.1 percent SAMA. However, there 
are a number of areas for which they do not feel responsible 
or wish to be held accountable. These include students’ 
performance with a scattered and weak response of 55.8 
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percent SAMA, and failure rate much lower at 27.6 percent 
SAM A. 
These areas offer a challenge for further study, 
particularly if the concept of school-based management is 
implemented. The old adage of "preparing the ground before 
sowing the seed" is very appropriate here, if a "critical 
mass" of interested, involved and committed teachers is to 
be attained. 
Summary of Cross-Tabulations by Schools 
When motivational needs (60 percent or greater) were 
cross tabulated with organizational characteristics at .05, 
only a limited number of factors proved significant by 
schools. (See Tables 4.2 to 4.7) Because of the size of 
the sample, no extrapolation to other schools is possible. 
The scattered results suggest that these schools differ more 
than they are alike and that the type of school is not a 
consideration. 
Interesting areas for further research do emerge, 
however. The teachers in this study who see a need for a 
role in decision input apparently also see a need for the 
headmaster/principal as one who uses persuasion to gain the 
support of staff. Some of the teachers also indicate they 
like a collegial mode of operation since they apparently 
favor administrators who take department heads’ advice 
seriously. 
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TABLE 4.2 ALPHA—CROSS-TABULATIONS OF QUESTIONNAIRE 
STATEMENTS AT .05 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 
Statement 
Number 10 38 39 43 48 53 
2 
. 0107 .0126 
5 
.0179 .0042 .0042 
13 .0437 
39 .0512 
TABLE 4.3 EPSILON—CROSS-TABULATIONS OF QUESTIONNAIRE 
STATEMENTS AT .05 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 
Statement 
Number 10 43 53 
3 .0243 
5 .0117 
31 .0003 
TABLE 4.4 THETA--CROSS-TABULATIONS OF QUESTIONNAIRE 
STATEMENTS AT .05 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 
Statement 
Number 7 54 
13 .0485 
32 .0259 
33 .0255 
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TABLE 4.5 BETA—CROSS-TABULATIONS OF QUESTIONNAIRE 
STATEMENTS AT .05 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 
Statement 
Number 43 53 
2 .0107 
.0216 
3 
.0268 
33 . 0072 
TABLE 4.6 DELTA—CROSS-TABULATIONS OF QUESTIONNAIRE 
STATEMENTS AT .05 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 
Statement 
Number 33 43 
12 .0481 
32 .0072 .0261 
33 .0591 
TABLE 4.7 OMEGA—CROSS-TABULATIONS OF QUESTIONNAIRE 
STATEMENTS AT .05 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 
I 
Statement 
Number 8 9 10 43 46 48 
12 .0465 
31 
33 .0324 
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Autonomy needs and independence of teachers are other 
areas for further exploration, as indicated by the teachers' 
reaction to the notion of imposed goals, and the trust level 
they expect. 
Teacher—Opinion Statements From the Questionnaire 
A surprising 76 percent of teachers agreed with the 
statement that they would choose a teaching position 
better working conditions over higher pay and 
poorer working conditions if the choice had to made. 
An overwhelming 92.9 percent agreed that teaching 
should be considered a profession. 
Eighty-five point one percent agreed that teachers 
accepted a certain amount of frustration as a part of the 
job. 
Eighty-three point two percent of teachers would stick 
to teaching even though they feel unrecognized. However, 
the margin favored Mildly rather than Strongly Agree. 
When asked if they personally would stay with teaching 
because they love it, 86.6 percent agreed and although the 
differential between strongly agree and mildly agree here 
was close, it was stronger than #19—indicating intrinsic 
satisfaction was greater than extrinsic reward (recogni¬ 
tion) . 
When asked if they thought high school teachers rather 
than elementary teachers were more likely to speak out, 65 
percent agreed while 25.3 percent disagreed denoting some 
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ambivalence about elementary teachers support of high school 
teachers1 interests. 
When asked if they thought their school system was 
highly politicized and special interest groups determined 
policy, 75.5 percent agreed. 
When asked if they would encourage young people to 
become teachers, 60.4 percent agreed. However, 38.8 SAMA 
percent strongly disagreed. This would indicate teachers' 
weakening support for the future of teaching as a viable 
profession. 
Teachers also indicate skepticism concerning recent 
reform movements—78.6 percent agreed that they felt these 
reforms would result in little change in the structure of 
high schools. 
Only 40.0 percent of the teachers agreed that the high 
school of the future would be radically different in the 
next decade. 
Summary of Open-Ended Questions 
As previously stated, the reason for including these 
open-ended questions was to give the teacher free rein to 
bring up other concerns which may have been overlooked in 
the questionnaire. 
The respondents were asked at the end of the question¬ 
naire to list three things they liked, and three things they 
disliked about the job. The replies were read and categor- 
ized by two readers; one a librarian and one a former 
personnel administrator. 
Data from high schools was obtained and while it cannot 
be statistically validated because of the few returns, 
several interesting comments emerge. One might expect that 
the prestigious exam school would not have more citations 
for lack of recognition than the other three district high 
schools. Such was not the case. 
Only a fraction of the total replied--of those in the 
four public high schools who did answer (several noted that 
the questionnaire covered their concerns and that is why 
they did not reply), forty-seven percent named successful 
interaction with students as the item most liked by 
teachers; 16 said peer interaction and support; 17 cited 
creative opportunities (in teaching); and 19 named the 
employee benefits enjoyed on the job--four categories in 
all. 
The categories listed for things most disliked were 
more numerous: 21 named limited supplies, materials and 
other resources; a close second, 20 cited lack of recogni¬ 
tion by local and central administration; 16 named lack of 
discipline and parent support; 16 gave paperwork for the 
administration as onerous; 12 gave lack of funding (for the 
school's) and inadequate compensation for teachers; 11 cited 
no input into curricula decisions; eight named lack of 
support by peers, lack of peer professionalism; six said 
they had no input into the question of class size; six said 
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performance and promotion was influenced by politics and 
objected to what they said were "racial quotas"; two said 
inability to fire incompetent teachers; one said no provi¬ 
sion for team teaching and one called the constant threat of 
layoffs a worry. 
Beta teachers agreed with all the items excepting only 
the item on "no team teaching." 
Delta teachers agreed on all but "no team teaching" and 
lack of peer support/criticism of peer professionalism. 
Alpha teachers agreed with all but "no input into cur¬ 
ricula," constant threat of layoff, inability to fire 
incompetent teachers quickly and "antagonistic attitudes 
toward public school teachers." Omega teachers had fewest 
complaints of all, disagreeing with their peers on "no input 
as to class size; no provision for team teaching; lack of 
compensation and funding constant threat of layoff; perfor¬ 
mance and promotion—racial quotas; inability to fire 
incompetent teachers; and antagonistic attitude of the 
public toward teachers." 
Discussion 
In the high schools in this study the headmaster's role 
is analagous to that of a manager in business or industry. 
Just as a manager's leadership style has an effect on 
subordinates, so does a principal's. The leader's role in 
evaluation and supervision along with staff development is 
also considered of great importance in successful enter- 
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prises. Department heads are also included as they play an 
important role as staff supervisors. 
In addition, evaluation and staff development are 
essential parts of the administrator's work as they are for 
successful managers so they, too, are included under or¬ 
ganizational characteristics. 
Herzberg's studies demonstrated the need for Achieve¬ 
ment as an important factor in motivating workers. Along 
with McClelland's studies, Herzberg's findings pointed out 
the need for job enrichment as necessary to activate high 
achieving workers. 
One of the major characteristics of high achieving 
workers according to McClelland was that of goal setting. 
In this study, a high percentage of teachers agreed with the 
statement that they derived great satisfaction in achieving 
goals set by themselves as well as their goal of seeing 
their students succeed. High agreement was also expressed 
for more intangible goals such as satisfaction for a good 
job done under difficult circumstances, satisfaction with 
their decision to become teachers and confidence in their 
own ability. 
It appears that for the teachers in this sample their 
achievement needs should be addressed and challenged. One 
way such a challenge could be met is indicated by the need 
expressed by the teachers in this study for participation in 
decision making (Decision Input). Although the statements 
on this need were narrow in focus; for input into decisions 
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concerning curricula, performance ratings, and issues 
involving their work, the responses were all in the 90 
percent range, well above the 60 percent SAMA as stated in 
the design. 
The importance of the finding that the teachers in this 
study showed strong decision input needs can be equated with 
the evidence Vroom cites. Quoting from studies by Jacobson 
(1951) , Wickert (1951) , Baumgartel (1956) , Ross and Zonder 
(1951) , Vroom maintained that considerable evidence existed 
that the satisfaction of subordinates is positively asso¬ 
ciated with the degree to which they are permitted an 
opportunity to participate in making decisions. As Rensis 
Likert's work in the area of participative management 
indicated in System 4 (see Appendix F) when decision making 
is widely done throughout the organization, most technical 
and professional knowledge is used, whenever it occurs in 
the organization. Also, when workers are involved fully in 
all decisions relating to their work, such contributions to 
the decision making process help substantially the implemen¬ 
tation of such decisions. 
Moreover, Likert's management studies show how the 
leadership process used in his participative model is 
important in gaining the trust and confidence of workers. 
The positive response of teachers in this study to the 
statement that they perceive the leadership of their 
headmasters/principals/as evident as well as their percep¬ 
tion of him/her as advocate for the school, indicate that at 
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least for these teachers, there is some basis for a col¬ 
legial relationship between administrators and teachers. 
Likert’s findings that workers in the participative 
model also feel free to discuss matters with their superiors 
is not given full support by teachers in this study as 
responses to the "open door" policy of headmasters is 
countered by an almost equal response that their heads 
depend heavily on memoranda to communicate. 
Peter Drucker's views on the effect of bureaucratic 
management on workers corresponds to the Carnegie Task Force 
on Teaching as a Professions' statement that such bureaucra¬ 
cies feel that teachers lack the talent or motivation to 
think for themselves. Another of the characteristics of a 
bureaucracy is that little autonomy is given to subordi¬ 
nates. One of the fundamentals of Drucker's management 
theories is that the successful organization is made up of 
human beings who voluntarily contribute their talents and 
energies to a joint venture. Teachers in this study indi¬ 
cated their willingness to serve on committees provided such 
committees were empowered to act. 
That teachers in this study have mixed feelings about 
team teaching and their preference for working alone, 
corresponds to Lorties' findings concerning the isolation of 
teachers. This result in this study could reflect an 
ambiguous reading of the statement since both preferences 
were mentioned in the same statement. This was not picked 
up in the initial testing of the questionnaire. 
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Considering that group processes and teaming are an 
integral part of school-based management, autonomy needs of 
teachers should be a consideration in planning for SBM. 
This is particularly important since Vroom (1959) found that 
workers with high autonomy needs tended to be poor per¬ 
formers unless they were allowed to participate in deci¬ 
sions . 
Sizer (1984) sums up the need for autonomy thus: "Our 
culture signals respect in at least three ways. We give 
people autonomy we trust you enough to solve the problem, 
not only for yourself, but for all of us. In the world of 
work, we dub this autonomy, 'professionalism'--with money we 
express it." 
Teachers in this study are divided on the community 
support of teachers and the profession. Only a little over 
a third thought that the general public cares about educa¬ 
tion or looks up to teachers with respect for their profes¬ 
sion. However, 46% said they would leave the job given a 
good opportunity because teaching was not respected. While 
the question has not been posed in exactly this way, recent 
nationwide polls would seem to show that the teachers in the 
present study do not differ markedly in their attitude from 
their colleagues. 
Perhaps the most interesting finding in this area is 
that while teachers were evenly divided on the question of 
'merit pay', 70 percent would support differentiation in 
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roles and salary as a fair way to reward excellent teachers, 
providing that teachers were partners in the decision. 
The more scattered response to the the Recognition 
factor, probably was the result of the mix of items covered. 
When asked to give a personal response (an "I" statement) to 
how they felt when their efforts were recognized and how 
they felt about their colleagures both responses were in the 
70 percent SAMA range. However, whenever they were asked 
about the public's respect for teachers, the response was 
much lower than recent national polls indicate. No doubt 
this reflects the state of local opinion of the public 
toward the schools in Athens. 
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CHAPTER V 
IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
How do the results reveal support for the two major 
hypotheses in this study? Do teachers have strong motiva¬ 
tional needs and within the parameters of this study what 
can be safely inferred? 
With the limits already imposed by the nature of the 
sample, one might conclude that for the teachers in this 
sample motivational needs are indicated and supported. As 
previously stated, they fall into these categories: a 
strong need for decision input in areas concerning cur¬ 
ricula, performance rating and policies affecting their jobs 
and schools; achievement needs, indicating that the sample 
contains teachers who may be categorized as high achievers 
with special needs for job enrichment; autonomy needs, with 
the resultant problems for team teaching this indicates; and 
lastly, recognition needs, not only in terms of monetary 
recognition but more importantly, recognition for the 
importance of status and appreciation by the larger com¬ 
munity for the efforts of teachers. 
As for the correlation between these needs and actual 
administrative practice and organizational components there 
are two conclusions to be drawn. First, the statistical 
base for showing an actual correlation between one factor 
and another is too small to indicate a firm statistical 
result, except in a few cases. However, while no direct 
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link is obtained for many of the organizational characteris¬ 
tics and a given motivational need, the fault might well be 
in the formulation of the organizational statements for 
which the researcher assumes responsibility. This sample 
indicates with few exceptions, the areas in the organization 
with which teachers are dissatisfied, but fails to draw a 
satisfactory cross-tabulation with a given organizational 
characteristic. 
In his 1975 sociological study of school teachers, 
Lortie observed that changes (in schooling) are proposed and 
initiated without the sure knowledge of the settings they 
are presumed to improve. Fifteen years later one is 
inclined to agree. 
The present study indicated a number of areas deserving 
further research and for the teachers in Athens' high 
schools those areas could prove crucial to the success of 
the implementation of school-based management. 
"School-based management," a concept not at the present 
time enjoying specific definition, has been instituted in 
several school systems (i.e., Dade County, Florida, 
Rochester, New York). However, in the city in this study it 
is not operative at the present time, although, as previous¬ 
ly mentioned, a former superintendent devoted considerable 
time, effort and money in engaging a group of teachers to 
explore the concept. With a change in superintendents and a 
consequent change in philosophy, the idea died on the vine. 
Only with the introduction of the latest contract proviso by 
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the teacher union, a member of the AFT and following the AFT 
President Albert Shanker's leadership on the question, has 
the concept been mandated. 
Three questions arise which will have a decided influ¬ 
ence on the successful implementation of the idea. The 
^rs*: is__what is meant by "school-based management?" 
Second, who will be the active participants? And three, 
will the organization of schools be changed? The answer to 
the last question depends on the first, while the second 
question largely depends on the role of the participants and 
the process by which they are selected. 
The contribution this study could make toward the 
implementation of school-based management lies in the 
* 
importance of the trends this study indicates. 
One of these trends is the question of the relationship 
between administrators and teachers and the resulting 
consequences on collegial relations. The teachers do agree 
that the headmaster/principal governance style is important 
to them by their response to the statement that he/she must 
gain the support of staff to succeed. Furthermore, they are 
not (in these six schools) antagonistic toward the headmas¬ 
ter/principal, recognizing him or her as a leader and 
advocate for them and their schools and not necessarily seen 
in the role assigned to principals in effective school 
research, that of instructional leader. [Note: most 
studies of effective school principal leadership are 
concentrated on the elementary school principal.] 
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Also, teachers in this study reveal a strong bias 
against solo appraisal of their performance whether by 
headmaster or department head and where they agree on both 
being involved, it is both on an equal footing--a difficult 
area to confirm or deny under the present system. What is 
indicated and most telling is their desire to be evaluated 
by persons of "recognized competence in their field," a 
statement that raises questions concerning how department 
heads are selected and the criteria for their role. 
The evidence centering on the principals' role as 
advocate both for teachers and schools contrasts with the 
current stress in the literature on the principal as 
instructional leader. The need for better staff development 
is recognized but the current programs for it are not 
meeting perceived teacher needs. Organizational charac¬ 
teristics, as simple as scheduling, influence the broader 
area of how teachers interact among themselves and with 
administrators . 
The perception of teachers that their principal uses 
the "open-door" policy in communicating with staff contrasts 
with the perception that teachers have a strong need for 
decision input. The individualistic character of the "one- 
on-one" approach of the principal toward staff could be seen 
as working against group process needed for a collegial 
approach to decision making. Furthermore, under the terms 
of the contract provision, parents and students (in high 
schools only) will comprise the councils as well as teachers 
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with the principal as head. One might well question how 
easily such a council could become a rubber stamp for 
present practice given the experience of many parents in 
present councils. 
Other important considerations stemming from the 
response to opinion statements, open-ended questions and 
personal interviews, give rise to an intangible element, not 
to be quantified, but very important. That is the clear 
indication, for the most part, that these teachers are 
engaged, interested, and willing to participate in changing 
school roles provided that the elements they perceive as 
important are recognized and acted upon. 
What may be drawn from this study, it would appear, is 
the recognition that contrary to prevailing wisdom, some 
teachers, perhaps even a significant group, in the troubled 
city of Athens, are not burned out, but are willing and 
indeed intend to remain in the system. Their major reward 
seems to be a psychological one — the response of their 
students to their efforts. This corresponds with a follow¬ 
up study of Lortie's 1964 study reported in the 18th Annual 
Gallup Poll that showed teachers desire for psychic rewards 
holding constant for twenty years. 
However, the researcher recognizes the need for a more 
controlled study on a much larger sampling of the approxi¬ 
mately two thousand high school teachers in the system. 
Nevertheless, the importance of considering the per¬ 
ceived motivational needs of teachers and the recognition of 
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these needs as valued should be carefully considered in 
framing a larger study. 
The path toward a collegial type model of decision 
making at the school level is not without difficulties. As 
Lortie pointed out in 1975, in areas where teachers have 
obtained power through collective means (as is the case in 
Athens) teachers will have to develop more collegial disci¬ 
pline if administrative control is loosened or changed. 
This poses a need for far more opportunities for consensus 
building than is possible within the present scheduling 
patterns of the work day in these six schools. Given the 
nucleus of concerned teachers in this sample, it need not be 
an insurmountable problem, however. 
In his rather prophetic speculations fifteen years ago, 
Lortie's scenario for the possibility of a trend toward 
centralization of authority as a result of public backlash 
toward public schools and teachers, gains credence where the 
city of Athens is concerned. Its present relations with the 
state and a mayor pressing for an appointed school board to 
replace an elected one are all signs of the times in Athens. 
Is there any hope for the high schools in troubled 
Athens? As long as the schools (both public and private) 
contain a corps of teachers such as these, the answer has to 
be yes. However, the real danger lies in the concept so 
widely accepted of "critical mass." Can roughly twenty-five 
percent of a faculty turn the other seventy-five percent 
around? That is the question largely looming on the horizon 
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and any answers lie well outside the purview of this study. 
It depends on the nature of the governing bodies, both from 
a legal standpoint and from a philosophical one. Anyone who 
considers the education of the citizenry to be of paramount 
importance can only hope the leadership will emerge that can 
tackle the problem. 
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APPENDIX A 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
Demographics 
Male_ Female_ 
Total number of years teaching at secondary level...1-5 
_• 10-15_: 15-20_: over 20 
Years teaching in present school...1-5_: 5-10 
10-15_: 15-20_: over 20 
Area of certification (circle primary one): 
English, Math, Science, Social Studies, Business, Art, 
Other. 
Have you ever been laid off? Yes_ No_; involuntarily 
transferred? Yes_ No_. How many high schools have you 
worked in? 
Have you ever worked full time in another occupation 
before entering teaching? Yes_ No_ 
Do you live in the city/town where you teach? Yes_ No_ 
Please answer the following questions: 
Circle 1,2,3 or 4 beside the following statements to indi¬ 
cate you l=strongly agree; 2=mildly agree; 3=mildly 
disagree; 4=strongly disagree. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4 . 
5. 
6 . 
7 . 
8 . 
9. 
10. 
11. 
Teachers should have a broader role in policies 
affecting curricula.1 2 3 4 
Teachers should have a major role in decisions 
concerning criteria for performance rating....1 234 
Decisions affecting the school should be made by the 
administrators and teachers in those schools..1 234 
I think protesting against policies is an effectual 
way to bring about change.1 2 3 4 
Teachers should have a role in decisions affecting 
their j bs.^ 2 3 4 
I am willing to work on committees that have some 
authority to a .1 224 
Contacts with other teachers in our school are usually 
between members of the same department.1 2 3 4 
Schedules in our school do not allow teachers of 
same subjects to meet during school day...1 2 3 4 
Teachers in my school rarely have an opportunity to 
get together to discuss school matters.1 2 3 4 
Teachers in my school generally know one 
another.. :. 
Teachers tend to form their own groups in my 
scho l. 
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Circle 1,2,3 or 4 beside the following statements to indi- 
ca e you 1-strongly agree; 2=mildly agree; 3=mildly 
disagree; 4=stronalv disagree.__ 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17 . 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27 . 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
I like to set my own goals; I do not want them 
imposed on e.. 2 3 4 
As a tenured teacher I have proved my competence; 
I should be trusted to keep current in my 
fi l .  2 3 4 
Individual schools should govern their own 
affairs. 12 3 4 
I like to work by myself; team teaching is not 
for me   2 3 4 
If I had to choose between a teaching position 
that paid more but working conditions were poor, 
and one where conditions were good but pay was 
less, I would choose the latter position.1 2 3 4 
I think teaching should be considered a profes¬ 
sion the same as medicine and law.1 2 3 4 
I should expect a certain amount of frustration 
on the job; it comes with the territory.1 2 3 4 
Even though many teachers feel that they are not 
recognized, they will stick with the job.1 2 3 4 
I love teaching and that is why I stay.1 2 3 4 
I think high school teachers are more likely to 
speak out than elementary school teachers.1 2 3 4 
Our system is highly politicized; special 
interest groups determine policy.1 2 3 4 
I would encourage young people to become 
teach rs.1 2 3 4 
I think the recent reform movements will result 
in little change in the structure of high 
sc ools.1 2 3 4 
I think the high school of the next decade will 
be radically different from the present 
structure.1 2 3 4 
Many inservice and staff development projects 
are ineffective.1 2 3 4 
Inservice training has little effect on 
experienced teachers' performance.1 2 3 4 
Inservice meetings as presently constituted 
are generally helpful.1 2 3 4 
I derive great satisfaction when I achieve the 
goals I have set for myself.1 2 3 4 
I derive the most satisfaction when I see my 
students succeed.1 2 3 4 
Most of the time I feel that I have done a good 
job teaching under difficult circumstances.... 1 234 
I am happy that I chose to become a teacher....1 234 
I could care less about what others think, I 
know I am a good teacher.1 2 3 4 
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Circle 1,2,3 or 4 beside the following statements to indi¬ 
cate you 1-strongly agree; 2=mildly agree; 3=mildly 
—agree; 4—strongly disagree. 
34 . 
35. 
36 . 
37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 
42. 
43. 
44. 
45. 
46. 
47 . 
48 . 
49 . 
50 . 
51. 
52. 
53. 
The area superintendent's role is to carry out 
the mandates of the superintendent.1 2 3 4 
Headmasters and other administrators depend 
heavily on memoranda to disseminate informa¬ 
tion to st ff.. 2 3 4 
Our headmaster's leadership qualities are 
evident to teachers.1 2 3 4 
Faculty Senates are ineffective because they are 
merely advisory boards.1 2 3 4 
In our school, the headmaster's meetings are 
frequent, well-prepared and provide time for 
interaction with teachers.1 2 3 4 
The Headmaster is the major instructional leader 
in an effective high school.1 2 3 4 
Department heads are seen as the instructional 
leaders in our school.1 2 3 4 
The central office has little impact on the day 
to day work of teachers in our school.1 2 3 4 
Our headmaster demonstrates leadership mainly 
by carrying out all directives from central...1 234 
The Headmaster can no longer command; s/he must 
gain the support of the staff to succeed.1 2 3 4 
Our headmaster is seen as a strong advocate for 
teachers in our school.1 2 3 4 
The role of university and business pairings in 
our school has been helpful.1 2 3 4 
Our headmaster is a frequent visitor to class¬ 
rooms offering constructive advice to 
tea h rs.1 2 3 4 
School should be ranked and judged by students 
performance on standardized tests.1 2 3 4 
An "open-door" policy is our headmaster's way of 
communicating with teachers.1 2 3 4 
The present structure of high schools—the 
hierarchial model, has proved it^s worth as 
a way to govern schools.1 2 3 4 
Faculty Senates can only be effective when 
their advice is seriously considered by the 
Headmaster.1 234 
Schools should be held accountable for the per¬ 
formance of their students....•.1 2 3 4 
Department heads have little influence in my 
school...;.^ 3 3 4 
Heads of Departments' advice is seriously con¬ 
sidered by the principal/headmaster before 
s/he makes major decisions.1 2 3 4 
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Circle 1,2,3 or 4 beside the following statements to indi¬ 
cate you l=strongly agree; 2=mildly agree; 3=mildly 
disagree; 4 = stronalv disagree. 
54. Effective teachers take advantage of as many 
inservice opportunities as possible.1 2 3 4 
55. Teachers should become more involved in the 
issues affecting their schools.1 2 3 4 
56. I could guarantee better student results if I 
had smaller classes.1 2 3 4 
57. All departments in the school are responsible for 
students' scores in reading and writing.1 2 3 4 
58. Faculty Senates are effective when the faculty 
is strongly involved and committed.1 2 3 4 
59. Teachers should be held accountable for their 
students performance.1 2 3 4 
60. Teachers should be advocates for their 
students.1 2 3 4 
61. I should be judged by my students' standardized 
test scor s.1 2 3 4 
62. Teachers should be held accountable for their 
students' failure r t .1 2 3 4 
63. I think only a few teachers in my school would 
volunteer to work on planning committees.1 2 3 4 
64. I think frequent evaluations are a help to 
teachers when they are supportive and not 
judgmental.1 2 3 4 
65. I think the instrument used to evaluate teachers 
is as fair as one could expect such an instru¬ 
ment to be.1 2 3 4 
66. I would like to be evaluated by a person of 
recognized competence in my field.1 2 3 4 
67. I think most of my evaluations have been fair..l 234 
68. The instrument used to evaluate teachers is 
unfair in the way it is used by principals/ 
headmasters.1 2 3 4 
69. I would like to be evaluated by my headmaster 
al ne.1 2 3 4 
70. I would like to be evaluated by my department 
head alone.1 2 3 4 
71. Yearly evaluations are necessary only for tenured 
teachers who have received a previous unsatif- 
factory r ting.1 2 3 4 
72. I would like to be evaluated equally by my 
department head and headmaster . .1 2 3 4 
73. Teachers' performance should be judged by a 
committee of their peers.2 3 4 
74. The instrument used to evaluate teachers could ^ ^ ^ 
be i proved. 
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lrcle 1,2,3 or 4 beside the following statements to indi¬ 
cate you l=strongly agree; 2=mildly agree; 3=mildly 
disagree; 4=stronqlv disagree. 
75. I think most people look up to teachers and 
respect the profession.1 2 3 4 
76. If I had a good opportunity, I would leave 
teaching for another job because teachers 
are not respected.1 2 3 4 
77. When I entered teaching, most teachers would 
encourage students to become teachers.1 2 3 4 
78. I do my best work when I know my efforts are 
recognized.. 2 3 4 
79. I think the general public cares about public 
education.. 2 3 4 
80. My rating depends on the approval of my imme¬ 
diate supervisor....1 2 3 4 
81. Recognition for good teaching should be tied to 
merit increases in pay.1 2 3 4 
82. I think many teachers are marking time; they 
feel abandoned by the system and the public...1 234 
83. I support differentiation in roles and salary 
as a fair way to reward excellent teachers 
providing teachers are partners in the 
decision process.1 2 3 4 
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Please list three things you like most about your job. 
Please list three things you like least about your job. 
(Use the back of this sheet to continue, if necessary.) 
APPENDIX B 
QUESTIONNAIRE STATEMENTS EXPLAINED 
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QUESTIONNAIRE STATEMENTS EXPLAINED 
DECISION INPUT 
STATEMENT # 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
Indicator 
• t 
Need for input into curricula 
decisions. 
Need for input into performance ratings 
decisions. 
Need for input into shared decision 
making. 
Need to advocate for change. 
Need for input into decisions made 
about work. 
6 Willingness to work toward school 
goals. 
AUTONOMY 
STATEMENT # 
12 Indicator Teacher is self-directed. 
13 Need to determine own areas of 
improvement. 
14 Need for school autonomy. 
15 Desire to work alone. 
ACHIEVEMENT 
STATEMENT # 
29 Indicator Desire to achieve own goals. 
30 •I Student achievement rewarding. 
31 If Satisfaction with own achievement. 
32 • 1 High degree of personal satisfaction. 
33 II Confidence in own ability. 
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RECOGNITION 
STATEMENT # 
75 Indicator Teacher feels that teaching is 
respected. 
76 ft Indicates strong dissatisfaction with 
job. 
77 II Expectations when teacher started. 
78 ll High need for recognition. 
79 ll Felt need for community support. 
80 ll Lack of trust toward immediate 
supervisor. 
81 ll Money as recognition factor important. 
(Merit undefined) 
82 ll Indicates malaise. 
83 It Teacher would welcome change in 
structure and roles given safeguards. 
ACCOUNTABILITY 
STATEMENT # 
54 Indicator Teacher willing to acknowledge need for 
continuous improvement. 
55 ll Teacher willing to seek changes. 
56 ll Area seen as impediment. 
57 ll Holistic approach needed. 
58 ll Holistic approach will work. 
59 ll Willing to take risks. 
60 II Willing to take risks. 
61 ll Standardized test vs. teacher's 
accountability. 
62 ll Willing to accept responsibility. 
63 ll Degree of participation. 
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EVALUATION 
STATEMENT # 
64 Indicator Indicates satisfaction with present 
method. 
65 Indicates satisfaction with present 
method. 
66 Indicates satisfaction with present 
method. 
67 Indicates satisfaction with present 
method. 
68 Indicator of dissatisfaction with 
present method. 
69 Distrust of middle management - Dept 
Head. 
70 Distrust of Head Master. 
71 Dissatisfaction with present system. 
7 2 Recognition and desire for input by 
both Head Master and Dept. Head. 
7 3 Indicates degree of trust in other 
teachers. 
7 4 Need for instrument improvement. 
COLLEGIAL RELATIONS 
STATEMENT # 
7 Indicator Contacts restricted to departments. 
8 Schedules seen as problem. 
9 Lack of opportunity. 
10 Perception of some interaction. 
11 Tendency toward "cliques." 
STAFF DEVELOPMENT 
STATEMENT # 
26 Indicator Present Staff Development effective 
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27 Staff Development has little effect on 
tenured teachers. 
Present Staff Development satisfactory. 
ADMINISTRATION/ADMINISTRATORS 
STATEMENT # 
34 Indicator Recognition of hierarchical structure. 
35 it Distancing from teachers via memoranda. 
36 ll Satisfaction with Headmaster's 
leadership. 
37 li Dissatisfaction with Faculty Senate 
because advisory only. 
38 ll Satisfaction with communication 
processes of Headmaster. 
39 ll Instructional role of Headmaster 
accepted and recognized. 
40 ll Instructional of Dept. Head's 
recognized and accepted. 
41 •l Central seen as removed from teacher's 
daily work. 
42 ll Headmaster seen as "status quo" leader 
43 ll Strong need seen for change in 
Headmaster's leadership style. 
44 ll Headmaster's advocacy role seen as 
supportive. 
45 It Pairing viewed as "a help, not a 
hindrance." 
46 II Headmaster's good rapport—seen as 
supportive. 
47 ll Holistic ranking of school acceptable. 
48 If "Personal touch"—"one on one" of 
Headmaster recognized. 
49 If Satisfaction with status quo. 
50 It Recognition of need to have Faculty Senate’s advice seriously considered. 
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APPENDIX C 
MOTIVATIONAL NEEDS 
101 
MOTIVATIONAL NEEDS—TOTAL ALL SCHOOLS 
Decision Input 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
1 95.0 83.2 11.9 2.0 3.0 5.0 
2 91.0 72.0 19.0 9.0 — 9.0 
3 93.0 70.0 23.0 5.0 2.0 7.0 
4 69.7 30.3 39.4 23.2 7.1 30.3 
5 97.0 79.2 17.8 2.0 1.0 3.0 
6 91.0 64.0 27.0 5.0 4.0 9.0 
Achievement 
# SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
29 97.0 79.2 17.8 
o
 
•
 
CM
 1.0 3.0 
30 99.0 80.0 19.0 1.0 -- 1.0 
31 95.0 61.4 33.7 4.0 1.0 5.0 
32 85.1 52.5 32.7 10.9 4.0 14.9 
33 85.6 44.3 41.2 14.0 — 14.0 
Autonomy 
# SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
12 85.6 40.2 45.4 13.4 1.0 14.4 
13 88.4 56.8 31.6 7.4 4.2 11.6 
14 80 43.0 37.0 16.0 4.0 20.0 
15 52.5 27.7 24.8 29.7 17.8 47.5 
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Recognition 
# SAM A SA MA MD SD MDSD 
75 32.0 6.2 25.8 29.9 38.1 68.0 
76 46.5 14.1 32.3 29.3 24.2 53.5 
77 50.5 18.6 32.0 40.2 9.3 49.5 
78 71.1 32.0 39.2 22.7 6.2 28.9 
79 39.8 9.2 30.6 37.8 22.4 60.2 
80 58.5 24.3 34.0 27.7 13.8 41.5 
81 49.0 21.4 27.6 26.5 24.5 51.0 
82 66.3 26.5 39.8 25.5 8.2 33.7 
83 70.8 24.0 46.9 14.6 14.6 19.2 
103 
APPENDIX D 
ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS 
104 
ADMINISTRATION/ADMINISTRATOR (Total All Schools) 
SAM A SA MA MD SD MDSD 
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Administration/Administrators—Individual Schools 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 80.0 20.0 60.0 20.0 — 2.0 
Beta 75.0 25.0 50.0 20.0 5.0 25.0 
Delta 81.8 36.4 45.5 18.2 — 18.2 
Omega 85.7 35.0 50.0 14.3 — 14.3 
Theta 30.0 — 30.0 70.0 — 70.0 
Epsilon 72.7 18.2 54.5 18.2 9.1 27.3 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 70.0 25.0 45.0 25.0 5.0 35.0 
Beta 77.3 36.4 40.9 13.6 9.1 22.7 
Delta 81.0 33.3 47.5 9.5 9.5 19.0 
Omega 78.6 14.3 64.3 7.1 14.3 21.4 
Theta 60.0 10.0 50.0 30.0 10.0 40.0 
Epsilon 63.6 18.2 45.5 18.2 18.2 36.4 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 100.0 89.5 10.5 — — — 
Beta 54.5 31.8 22.7 36.4 9.0 45.4 
Delta 81.8 36.4 45.5 9.1 9.1 18.2 
Omega 57.1 21.4 35.7 28.6 7.1 35.7 
Theta 100.0 90.0 10.0 — 
— 
“ — 
Epsilon 91.7 58.3 33.3 8.3 
8.3 
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SAM A SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 65.0 15.0 50.0 25.0 10.0 35.0 
Beta 60.0 10.0 50.0 35.0 5.0 40.0 
Delta 47.6 — 47.6 28.6 23.8 52.4 
Omega 71.4 14.3 57.1 14.3 14.3 28.6 
Theta 50.0 16.7 33.3 50.0 — 50.0 
Epsilon 40.0 20.0 20.0 50.0 10.0 60.0 
SAM A SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 81.0 33.0 47.0 19.0 — 19.0 
Beta 59.1 4.5 54.6 31.8 9.1 40.9 
Delta 50.0 — 50.0 31.8 18.2 50.0 
Omega 28.6 7.1 21.4 50.0 21.4 71.4 
Theta 90.0 50.0 40.0 10.0 — 10.0 
Epsilon 90.0 50.0 40.0 10.0 — 10.0 
SAM A SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 81.0 52.4 28.6 14.4 4.0 18.4 
Beta 54.5 18.2 36.4 27.3 18.2 45.5 
Delta 50.0 27.3 22.7 31.8 18.2 50.0 
Omega 50.0 14.3 35.7 28.6 21.4 50.0 
Theta 50.0 30.0 20.0 40.0 10.0 50.0 
Epsilon 36.4 18.2 18.2 27.3 36.4 
63.7 
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# 
40 
SAM A ' SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 45.0 15.0 30.0 35.0 20.0 55.0 
Beta 45.5 18.2 27.3 36.4 18.2 54.6 
Delta 54.5 27.3 27.3 31.4 13.6 45.0 
Omega 50.0 7.1 42.9 42.9 7.1 50.0 
Theta 40.0 10.0 30.0 60.0 -- 60.0 
Epsilon 50.0 8.3 41.7 41.7 8.3 50.0 
SAM A SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 55.0 25.0 30.0 20.0 25.0 45.0 
Beta 81.0 47.6 33.3 14.3 4.8 19.1 
Delta 52.4 33.3 19.0 33.3 14.3 47.6 
Omega 78.6 35.7 42.9 21.4 — 21.4 
Theta 77.8 33.3 44.4 22.2 — 22.2 
Epsilon 41.7 25.0 16.7 33.3 25.0 58.3 
SAM A SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 23.8 9.5 14.3 71.4 4.8 76.2 
Beta 31.8 9.1 22.7 45.5 22.7 68.2 
Delta 31.8 9.1 22.7 36.4 31.8 68.2 
Omega 35.7 7.1 28.6 50.0 14.3 64.3 
# 
41 
# 
42 
Theta 62.5 37.5 100.0 
Epsilon 30.0 10.0 20.0 20.0 50.0 70.0 
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SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 57.1 33.3 23.3 28.6 14.3 42.9 
Beta 71.4 47.6 23.8 23.8 4.8 28.6 
Delta 71.4 42.9 28.6 9.5 19.0 28.5 
Omega 85.7 64.3 21.4 7.1 7.1 14.2 
Theta 100.0 42.9 57.1 — — — 
Epsilon 77.8 55.6 22.2 11.1 11.1 22.2 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 95.2 90.5 4.8 4.8 — 4.8 
Beta 85.7 52.4 33.3 14.3 — 14.3 
Delta 77.3 18.2 59.1 9.1 13.6 22.7 
Omega 50.0 28.6 21.4 35.7 14.3 50.0 
Theta 100.0 88.9 11.1 -- — — 
Epsilon 77.8 55.6 22.2 22.2 — 22.2 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 65.0 20.0 45.0 30.0 5.0 35.0 
Beta 85.7 61.9 23.8 14.3 — 14.3 
Delta 59.1 4.5 54.5 18.2 22.7 40.9 
Omega 78.6 28.6 50.0 14.3 7.1 21.4 
Theta 50.0 — 50.0 16.7 33.3 50.0 
Epsilon 50.0 12.5 37.5 12.5 37.5 50.0 
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# 
46 
SAM A SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 57.1 33.3 23.8 38.1 4.8 42.9 
Beta 31.8 4.5 27.3 31.8 36.4 68.2 
Delta 14.3 4.8 9.5 47.6 38.1 85.7 
Omega 14.3 7.1 7.1 21.4 57.0 78.5 
Theta 60.0 10.0 50.0 30.0 10.0 40.0 
Epsilon 11.1 11.1 55.6 33.3 88.9 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 28.6 9.5 19.1 33.3 38.1 71.4 
Beta 18.2 4.5 13.6 22.7 59.1 81.8 
Delta 13.6 9.1 4.5 27.3 59.1 86.4 
Omega 35.7 7.1 28.6 57.1 7.1 64.2 
Theta 10.0 -- 10.0 30.0 60.0 90.0 
Epsilon 25.0 — 25.0 41.7 33.3 75.0 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 95.2 81.0 14.3 — 4.8 4.8 
Beta 68.2 40.9 27.3 18.2 13.6 31.8 
Delta 63.2 18.2 50.0 22.7 9.1 31.8 
Omega 35.7 7.1 28.6 14.3 42.9 57.2 
Theta 80.0 40.0 40.0 10.0 10.0 20.0 
Epsilon 81.8 54.5 27.3 9.1 9.1 18.2 
# 
47 
# 
48 
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SAM A SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 61.1 5.6 55.6 22.2 16.7 38.9 
Beta 31.8 4.5 27.3 36.4 31.8 68.2 
Delta 22.7 4.5 18.2 50.0 27.3 77.3 
Omega 28.6 28.6 21.4 50.0 71.4 
Theta 25.0 25.0 25.0 40.0 65.0 
Epsilon 31.4 18.2 18.2 45.3 18.2 63.5 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 90.0 50.0 40.0 — — — 
Beta 81.8 59.1 22.7 18.2 — 18.2 
Delta 81.8 54.5 27.3 4.5 13.6 18.1 
Omega 85.7 64.3 21.4 7.1 7.1 14.2 
Theta 85.7 57.1 28.6 14.3 — 14.3 
Epsilon 90.0 50.0 40.0 10.0 — 10.0 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 47.6 19.0 28.6 42.9 9.5 52.4 
Beta 76.2 38.1 38.1 14.3 9.5 23.8 
Delta 76.2 42.9 33.3 14.3 9.5 23.8 
Omega 64.3 14.3 50.0 21.4 7.1 28.5 
Theta 70.0 20.0 50.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 
Epsilon 90.9 18.2 72.7 9.1 — 9.1 
SAM A SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 47.6 14.3 33.3 42.9 9.5 52.4 
Beta 27.3 4.5 22.7 54.5 18.2 72.7 
Delta 22.7 4.5 18.2 50.0 27.3 77.3 
Omega 42.9 7.1 35.7 28.6 28.6 57.2 
Theta 40.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 60.0 
Epsilon 30.0 10.0 20.0 50.0 20.0 70.0 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 84.6 31.6 52.6 5.3 10.5 15.8 
Beta 71.4 23.8 47.6 28.6 — 28.6 
Delta 57.9 21.1 36.8 26.3 15.8 42.1 
Omega 57.1 21.4 35.7 7.1 21.4 28.5 
Theta 90.0 30.0 60.0 10.0 — 10.0 
Epsilon 54.5 27.3 27.3 36.4 9.1 45.5 
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Collegial Relations—Total All Schools 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
7 50.5 to
 
O
J 
•
 00
 
26.7 28.7 20.8 49.5 
8 71.0 46.0 25.0 20.0 9.0 29.0 
9 54.5 28.7 25.7 22.8 22.8 45.6 
10 66.0 21.0 45.0 25.0 9.0 34.0 
11 90.8 43.9 46.9 9.2 — 9.2 
Collegial Relations—Individual Schools 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 42.9 14.3 28.6 52.4 4.8 57.2 
Beta 63.6 18.2 45.5 27.3 9.1 36.4 
Delta 63.6 45.5 18.2 27.3 9.1 36.4 
Omega 71.4 35.7 35.7 14.3 14.3 28.6 
Theta 40.0 20.0 20.0 10.0 50.0 60.0 
Epsilon — — — 25.0 75.0 100.0 
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SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 81.0 38.1 42.9 19.0 — 19.0 
Beta 68.2 54.5 13.6 27.3 4.5 31.8 
Delta 81.8 68.2 13.6 13.6 4.5 18.5 
Omega 78.6 50.0 28.6 7.1 7.1 14.2 
Theta 40.0 10.0 30.0 40.0 20.0 60.0 
Epsilon 50.0 25.0 25.0 16.7 33.3 50.0 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 57.1 19.0 38.1 23.8 19.0 42.8 
Beta 63.6 36.4 27.3 36.4 — 36.4 
Delta 77.3 50.0 27.3 13.6 9.1 22.7 
Omega 78.8 42.9 35.7 7.1 14.3 21.4 
Theta 10.0 — 10.0 20.0 70.0 90.0 
Epsilon — — — 33.3 66.7 100.0 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 81.0 19.0 61.9 9.5 9.5 19.0 
Beta 59.1 18.2 40.9 36.4 4.5 40.9 
Delta 38.1 9.5 28.6 38.1 23.8 61.9 
Omega 64.3 7.1 57.1 35.7 -- 35.7 
Theta 70.0 40.0 30.0 20.0 10.0 30.0 
Epsilon 100.0 50.0 50.0 — — 
— — 
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Accountability—Total All Schools 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
54 62.4 22.8 39.6 24.8 12.9 37.7 
55 98.0 59.2 38.8 2.0 — 2.0 
56 86.0 42.0 44.0 10.0 4.0 14.0 
57 65.3 28.6 36.7 22.4 12.2 34.6 
58 90.5 54.7 35.8 8.4 1.1 9.5 
59 55.8 15.8 40.0 26.3 17.9 44.2 
60 87.1 38.6 47.5 6.9 5.9 12.8 
61 14.1 2.0 12.1 34.3 51.8 86.1 
62 27.6 5.1 22.4 36.7 35.7 72.4 
63 50.5 12.1 38.4 38.4 11.1 49.5 
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Accountability - Individual Schools 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 57.1 14.3 42.9 23.8 19.0 42.8 
Beta 40.9 22.7 18.2 40.9 18.2 59.1 
Delta 68.2 22.7 45.5 13.6 18.2 31.8 
Omega 85.7 35.7 50.0 14.3 — 14.3 
Theta 70.0 30.0 40.0 30.0 — 30.0 
Epsilon 66.7 16.7 50.0 25.0 8.3 33.3 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 100.0 40.0 60.0 — — — 
Beta 90.9 68.2 22.7 9.1 — 9.1 
Delta 100.0 75.0 25.0 -- — — 
Omega 100.0 64.3 35.7 — — — 
Theta 100.0 50.0 50.0 — — — 
Epsilon 100.0 50.0 50.0 -- — — 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 85.7 33.3 52.4 14.3 -- 14.3 
Beta 90.9 40.9 50.0 9.1 — 9.1 
Delta 77.3 45.5 11.8 13.6 9.1 22.7 
Omega 100.0 50.0 50.0 — — — 
Theta 77.8 33.3 44.4 22.2 — 22.2 
Epsilon 83.3 50.0 33.3 — 16.7 16.7 
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SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 50.0 20.0 30.0 30.0 20.0 50.0 
Beta 63.6 40.9 22.7 22.7 13.6 36.3 
Delta 76.2 33.3 42.9 23.8 — 23.8 
Omega 100.0 71.4 28.6 21.4 7.1 28.5 
Theta 67.7 11.1 55.6 11.1 22.2 33.3 
Epsilon 66.7 33.3 33.3 16.7 16.7 33.4 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 85.7 42.9 42.9 14.3 — 14.3 
Beta 90.9 77.3 13.6 9.1 — 9.1 
Delta 90.9 36.4 54.5 4.5 4.5 9.0 
Omega 100.0 71.4 28.6 — — — 
Theta 100.0 33.3 66.7 — — — 
Epsilon 80.0 60.0 20.0 20.0 — 20.0 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 38.1 19.0 19.0 33.3 28.6 61.9 
Beta 61.9 19.0 42.9 14.3 23.8 38.1 
Delta 70.0 20.0 50.0 25.0 5.0 30.0 
Omega 50.0 7.1 42.9 28.6 14.3 42.9 
Theta 55.6 11.1 44.4 22.2 22.2 44.4 
Epsilon 54.5 9.1 45.5 36.4 9.1 45.5 
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SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 95.2 33.3 61.9 — 4.8 4.8 
Beta 81.8 63.6 18.2 18.2 — 18.2 
Delta 77.3 27.3 50.0 9.1 13.6 22.7 
Omega 100.0 35.7 64.3 — — — 
Theta 90.0 30.0 60.0 — 10.0 10.0 
Epsilon 41.7 8.3 33.3 41.7 8.3 50.0 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 10.0 5.0 5.0 25.0 65.0 90.0 
Beta 9.1 — 9.1 36.4 54.5 90.9 
Delta 4.8 — 4.8 47.6 47.6 95.2 
Omega 28.6 — 28.6 42.9 28.6 71.5 
Theta 10.0 — 10.0 40.0 50.0 90.0 
Epsilon 33.3 8.3 25.0 8.3 58.3 66.6 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 30.0 5.0 25.0 15.0 55.0 70.0 
Beta 25.0 5.0 20.0 35.0 40.0 75.0 
Delta 27.3 4.5 22.7 45.5 27.3 75.8 
Omega 14.3 — 14.3 50.3 33.7 85.7 
Theta 50.0 — 50.0 40.0 10.0 50.0 
Epsilon 25.0 16.7 8.3 41.7 33.3 75.0 
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Evaluation—Total All Schools 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
64 72.7 27.3 45.5 18.2 9.1 27.3 
65 53.5 11.1 42.4 28.3 18.2 46.5 
66 86.7 51.0 35.7 7.1 6.1 13.2 
67 88.5 40.6 47.9 7.3 4.2 11.5 
68 30.3 10.1 20.2 39.3 30.3 69.6 
69 19.1 2.1 17.0 36.2 44.7 80.9 
70 40.7 18.7 22.0 38.5 20.9 59.4 
71 53.2 27.7 25.5 21.3 25.5 46.8 
72 71.6 26.3 45.3 16.8 11.6 28.4 
73 51.1 17.0 34.0 28.7 20.2 48.9 
74 86.0 37.6 48.4 10.8 3.2 14.0 
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Evaluation—Individual Schools 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 85.0 25.0 60.0 10.0 5.0 15.0 
Beta 45.5 27.3 18.2 36.4 18.2 54.6 
Delta ' ' 76.2 19.1 57.1 14.3 9.5 23.8 
Omega 78.6 42.9 35.7 7.1 14.3 21.4 
Theta 100.0 40.0 60.0 — — — 
Epsilon 66.7 16.7 50.0 33.3 — 33 . 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 45.0 15.0 30.0 40.0 15.0 55.0 
Beta 31.8 — 31.8 40.9 27.3 68.2 
Delta 54.5 4.5 50.0 27.0 18.2 45.2 
Omega 57.1 14.3 42.9 21.4 21.4 42.8 
Theta 88.9 33.3 55.6 — 11.1 11.1 
Epsilon 75.0 16.7 58.3 16.7 8.3 25.0 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 85.0 50.0 35.0 10.0 5.0 15.0 
Beta 86.4 40.9 45.5 4.5 9.1 13.6 
Delta 95.2 52.4 42.9 — 4.8 4.8 
Omega 85.7 50.0 35.7 14.3 — 14.3 
Theta 90.0 80.0 10.0 10.0 — 10.0 
Epsilon 72.7 45.5 27.3 9.1 18.2 27.3 
# 
67 
SAM A SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 88.9 50.0 38.9 11.1 — 11.1 
Beta 86.4 45.5 40.9 13.6 — 13.6 
Delta 95.2 28.6 66.7 4.8 — 4.8 
Omega 92.9 42.9 50.0 — 7.1 7.1 
Theta 77.8 44.4 33.3 — 22.2 22.2 
Epsilon 83.3 33.3 50.0 8.3 8.3 16.6 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 22.2 5.6 16.7 44.4 33.3 77.7 
Beta 52.9 11.8 41.2 41.2 5.9 47.1 
Delta 40.0 10.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 60.0 
Omega 28.6 21.4 7.1 42.9 21.4 64.3 
Theta — — — 44.4 55.6 100.0 
Epsilon 16.7 8.3 8.3 33.3 50.0 83.3 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 45.5 5.0 40.0 40.0 15.0 55.0 
Beta 18.2 — 18.2 22.7 59.1 81.8 
Delta 15.0 5.0 10.0 40.0 45.0 85.0 
Omega 35.7 7.1 28.6 57.1 7.1 64.2 
Theta 11.1 — 11.1 44.4 44.4 88.8 
Epsilon — — — 50.0 50.0 100.0 
# 
68 
# 
69 
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SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 21.1 10.5 10.5 63.2 15.8 79.0 
Beta 80.0 35.0 45.0 20.0 — 20.0 
Delta 35.0 20.0 15.0 45.0 20.0 65.0 
Omega 50.0 28.6 21.4 14.3 28.6 42.9 
Theta 25.0 — 25.0 37.5 37.5 75.0 
Epsilon 9.1 — 9.1 45.5 45.5 91.0 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 65.0 25.0 40.0 20.0 15.0 35.0 
Beta 66.7 38.1 28.6 19.0 14.3 33.3 
Delta 61.9 52.4 9.5 19.0 19.0 38.0 
Omega 42.9 7.1 35.7 21.4 28.6 50.0 
Theta 20.0 — 20.0 20.0 60.0 80.0 
Epsilon 22.2 11.1 11.1 33.3 44.4 77.7 
SAMA SA MA ' MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 100.0 30.0 70.0 — — — 
Beta 59.1 22.7 36.4 22.7 18.2 40.9 
Delta 75.0 25.0 50.0 15.0 10.0 25.0 
Omega 35.7 7.1 28.6 35.7 21.4 57.1 
Theta 66.7 22.2 44.4 11.1 22.2 33.3 
Epsilon 81.8 54.5 27.3 18.2 — 18.2 
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# 
73 
SAM A SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 50.0 25.0 25.0 40.0 10.0 50.0 
Beta 75.0 20.0 55.0 10.0 15.0 25.0 
Delta 55.0 20.0 35.0 15.0 30.0 45.0 
Omega 50.0 14.3 35.7 28.6 21.4 50.0 
Theta 30.0 — 30.0 40.0 30.0 70.0 
Epsilon 20.0 10.0 10.0 60.0 20.0 80.0 
SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 88.9 33.3 55.6 5.6 5.6 11.2 
Beta 90.9 45.5 45.5 9.1 — 9.1 
Delta 95.0 55.0 40.0 5.0 — 5.0 
Omega 78.6 35.7 42.9 14.3 7.1 21.4 
Theta 77.8 — 77.8 11.1 11.1 22.2 
Epsilon 70.0 30.0 40.0 30.0 — 30.0 
74 
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Staff Development--Total All Schools 
# SAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
26 85.0 48.0 37.0 11.0 4.0 15.0 
27 62.4 32.7 29.7 31.7 5.9 37.6 
28 41.6 5.0 36.6 36.6 21.8 58.4 
Staff Development—Individual Schools 
SAMA SA MA MD 
o 
SD MDSD 
Alpha 90.5 33.3 57.1 4.8 4.8 9.6 
Beta 90.9 59.1 31.8 9.1 — 9.1 
Delta 95.5 78.2 18.2 — 4.5 4.5 
Omega 78.6 57.1 21.4 14.3 7.1 21.4 
Theta 70.0 10.0 60.0 30.0 — 30.0 
Epsilon 65.6 18.2 45.5 27.3 9.1 36.4 
CAMA SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 71.4 38.1 33.3 23.8 4.8 28.6 
Beta 63.6 36.4 27.3 31.8 4.5 36.3 
Delta 72.7 36.4 36.4 22.7 4.5 27.2 
Omega 78.6 50.0 28.6 14.3 7.1 21.4 
Theta 30.0 — 30.0 70.0 -- 70.0 
Epsilon 33.3 16.7 16.7 50.0 16.7 66.7 
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# 
28 
SAM A SA MA MD SD MDSD 
Alpha 33.3 — 33.3 47.6 19.0 66.6 
Beta 63.6 36.4 27.3 31.8 4.5 36.3 
Delta 22.7 — 22.7 40.9 36.4 77.3 
Omega 35.7 14.3 21.4 35.7 28.6 64.3 
Theta 80.0 10.0 70.0 20.0 — 20.0 
Epsilon 75.0 16.7 58.3 25.0 — 25.0 
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APPENDIX E 
DEMOGRAPHICS 
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DEMOGRAPHICS—Total All Srhnnlc 
*Male 48.7 
*Female 51.2 
*only 82.8% answered gender question 
#85 * Years teaching at secondary level 
under 5 14.4% 
under 10 12.3% 
under 15 13.4% 
under 20 27.7% 
over 20 35.0% 
* 96% answered this question 
#86 * Years teaching at present school 
under 5 45.0% 
under 10 20.6% 
under 15 16.5% 
under 20 9.0% 
over 20 8.0% 
* 97% answered this question 
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#87 * Area of Certification 
English 20.8% 
Math 12.5% 
Science 10.4% 
Social Studies 15.6% 
Business 12.5% 
Other (Art, Bilin¬ 
gual Reading, 
Music) 
28.1% 
* 95% answered this question 
#88 * Ever laid off? 
Yes 19.6% 
No 79.4% 
* 97% answered this question 
#89 * Ever involuntarily transferred? 
Yes 32.3% 
No 66.2% 
* Only 65% answered this question 
#90 * How many high schools have you worked in? 
One 28% 
Two 37% 
Three 17% 
Four 12% 
Five 3% 
Six 1.2% 
* 81% answered this question 
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#91 * Ever worked in other full time 
Yes 49.5% 
No 50.5% 
* 97% answered this question 
$92 * Live in city or town where you 
Yes 31.7% 
No 64.4% 
*97% answered this question 
occupation? 
teach? 
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APPENDIX F 
LIKERT'S ORGANIZATIONAL AND PERFORMANCE CHARACTERISTICS 
OF DIFFERENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS (COMPARING 1-4) 
AND 
ORGANIZATIONAL AND PERFORMANCE CHARACTERISTICS OF DIFFERENT 
MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS BASED ON A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 
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Rensis Likert in his study of the operating 
characteristics of organization developed what he called 
the four systems into which organizations fall. 
System one, he called the exploitive-authoritarian; 
system two, the benevolent—authoritative; system three, 
the consultative and system four the participative group. 
He studied companies falling into these management 
categories for their characteristics of motivation, 
communication, interaction and decision making. 
AH Likert s research was done on companies operating 
in the hierarchical mode, as do the schools. An 
interesting facet of his work as applied to secondary 
school organization is that the basic structure of the 
schools need not be abolished, merely reorganized. 
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ORGANIZATIONAL AND PERFORMANCE 
OF DIFFERENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS 
CHARACTERISTICS 
(COMPARING 1-4) 
Organizational 
Variable 
System 1 System 4 
Leadership process 
used 
Extent to which 
superiors have 
confidence and 
trust in subor¬ 
dinates 
Have no Complete con- 
confidence fidence and trust 
and trust in in all matters 
subordinates 
Extent to which 
superiors behave 
so that subor¬ 
dinates feel free 
to discuss 
important things 
about their job 
with their 
immediate superior 
Subordinates 
do not feel 
at all free 
to discuss 
things about 
the job with 
their 
superior 
Subordinates feel 
completely free to 
discuss things 
about the job with 
their superior 
Extent to which 
immediate superior 
in solving job 
problems generally 
tries to get 
subordinates' 
ideas and opinions 
and make construc¬ 
tive use of them 
Seldom gets 
ideas and 
opinions of 
subordinates 
in solving 
job problems 
Always gets ideas 
and opinions and 
always tries to 
make constructive 
use of them 
2. Character of 
motivational 
forces 
Manner in which 
motives are used 
Fear, 
threats, 
punishment, 
and occa¬ 
sional 
rewards 
Economic rewards 
based on compensa¬ 
tion system 
developed through 
participation and 
involvement in 
setting goals, 
improving methods, 
appraising 
progress toward 
goals, etc. 
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Amount of respon¬ 
sibility felt by 
each member of 
organization for 
achieving organ¬ 
izations ' goals 
High levels 
of management 
feel respon¬ 
sibility; 
lower levels 
feel less; 
rank and file 
feel little 
and 
Personnel at all 
levels feel real 
responsibility for 
organizations' 
goals and behave 
in ways to 
implement them 
Character of 
communication 
process 
Amount of interac¬ 
tion and commun¬ 
ication aimed at 
achieving organi¬ 
zations' goals 
Very little Much with both 
individuals and 
groups 
Directions of 
information flow 
Downward Down, up, and with 
peers 
Extent to which 
downward communi¬ 
cations are 
accepted by 
subordinates 
Viewed with 
great 
suspicion 
Generally ac¬ 
cepted, but if 
not, openly and 
candidly ques¬ 
tioned 
Accuracy of upward 
communication via 
line 
Tends to be 
inaccurate 
Accurate 
Psychological 
closeness of 
superiors to 
subordinates 
(i.e . , how well 
does superior know 
and understand 
problems faced by 
subordinates?) 
Has no 
knowledge or 
understanding 
of problems 
of subor¬ 
dinates 
Knows and under¬ 
stands problems of 
subordinates very 
well 
Character in 
interaction- 
influence process 
Amount and 
character of 
interactions 
Little 
interaction 
and always 
with fear and 
distrust 
Extensive, 
friendly interac¬ 
tion with high 
degree of confi¬ 
dence and trust 
Amount of coopera¬ 
tive teamwork 
present 
None Very substantial 
amount throughout 
the organization 
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5. Character of 
decision making 
process 
At what level in 
organization are 
decisions formally 
made? 
To what extent are 
decision makers 
aware of problems, 
particularly those 
at lower levels in 
the organization? 
Bulk of 
decisions at 
top of 
organization 
Decision making 
widely done 
throughout 
organization, 
although well 
integrated through 
linking process 
provided by 
overlapping groups 
Often are 
unaware or 
only partial¬ 
ly aware 
Generally quite 
well aware of 
problems 
Extent to which 
technical and 
professional 
knowledge is used 
in decision making 
Use^ only is Most of what is 
possessed at available anywhere 
higher levels within the 
organization is 
used 
To what extent are Not at 
subordinates 
involved in 
decisions related 
to their work? 
all Are involved fully 
in all decision 
related to their 
work 
Are decisions made 
at the best level 
in the organiza¬ 
tion so far as the 
motivational 
consequences 
(i.e., does the 
decision-making 
process help to 
create the 
necessary motiva¬ 
tions in those 
persons who have 
to carry out the 
decisions?) 
Decision 
making 
contributes 
relatively 
little 
motivation 
Substantial 
contribution by 
decision-making 
processes to 
motivation to 
implement 
6. Character of goal 
setting or 
ordering emergen¬ 
cies 
Manner in which 
usually done 
Orders issued Except in emergen¬ 
cies, goals are 
usually estab¬ 
lished by means of 
group participa¬ 
tion 
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Are there forces 
to accept, resist, 
or reject goals? 
Goals are 
overtly 
accepted but 
are covertly 
resisted 
strongly 
Goals are fully 
accepted both 
overtly and 
covertly 
Character of 
control processes 
Extent to which 
the review and 
control functions 
are concentrated 
control 
Highly 
concentrated 
in top 
management 
Quite widespread 
responsibility for 
review and control 
with lower units 
at times imposing 
more rigorous 
reviews and 
tighter controls 
than top manage¬ 
ment 
Extent to which 
there is an 
informal organiza¬ 
tion present and 
hence supporting 
or opposing forces 
goals of formal 
organization 
Informal 
organization 
present and 
opposing 
goals of 
formal 
organization 
Informal and 
formal organiza¬ 
tion are one and 
the same; all 
social forces 
support efforts to 
achieve organiza¬ 
tions' goals 
Extent to which 
control data 
(e.g., accounting, 
productivity, 
cost, etc.,) are 
used for self¬ 
guidance or group 
problem-solving 
Used for 
policing and 
in punitive 
manner 
Used for self¬ 
guidance and for 
coordinated 
problem-solving 
and guidance; not 
used by managers 
and non-supervi- 
sory employees; or 
used by superiors 
in a punitive, 
policing manner 
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ORGANIZATIONAL 
MANAGEMENT 
AND PERFORMANCE CHARACTERISTICS 
SYSTEMS BASED ON A COMPARATIVE 
OF DIFFERENT 
ANALYSIS 
Operating 
Characteristics 
1• Character of moti¬ 
vational forces 
a. Underlying motives 
tapped 
Exploitive Participative 
Authoritative _Group_ 
Physical 
security, 
economic 
security, and 
some use of 
the desire 
for status 
Full use of 
economic, ego, and 
other major 
motives, as for 
example, 
motivational 
forces arising 
from group 
processes 
b. Manner in which 
motives are used 
Fear , 
threats, 
punishment, 
and 
occasional 
rewards 
Economic rewards 
based on 
compensation 
system developed 
through 
participation 
Group 
participation and 
involvement in 
setting goals, 
improving methods, 
appraising 
progress toward 
goals, etc. 
c. 
d. 
Kinds of attitudes 
developed toward 
organization and 
its goals 
Extent to which 
motivational 
forces conflict 
with or reinforce 
one another 
Attitudes 
usually are 
hostile and 
counter to 
organiza¬ 
tions' goals 
Attitudes 
generally are 
strongly favorable 
and provide 
powerful 
stimulation to 
behavior 
implementing 
organizations' 
goals 
Marked 
conflict of 
forces 
substantially 
reducing 
those 
motivational 
forces 
leading to 
Motivational 
forces generally 
reinforce each 
other in a 
substantial and 
cumulative manner 
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behavior in 
support of 
the organiza¬ 
tions' goals 
e. Amount of 
responsibility 
felt by each 
member of 
organization for 
achieving 
organizations’ 
goals 
High levels 
of management 
feel 
responsibi¬ 
lity; lower 
levels feel 
less. 
Rank and file 
feel little 
and often 
welcome 
opportunity 
to behave in 
ways to 
defeat 
organiza¬ 
tions' goals 
Personnel feel 
real 
responsibility for 
organizations' 
goals and are 
motivated to 
behave in ways to 
achieve the 
organizations' 
goals and are 
motivated in ways 
to implement them 
f. Attitudes toward 
other members of 
the organization 
Subservient 
attitudes 
toward 
superiors 
coupled with 
hostility; 
hostility 
toward peers 
and contempt 
for 
subordinates; 
distrust is 
widespread 
Favorable, 
cooperative 
attitudes 
throughout the 
organization with 
mutual trust and 
confidence 
e. Sideward 
communication its 
adequacy 
Usually poor Good to excellent 
because of 
competition 
between peers 
and corre¬ 
sponding 
hostility 
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Far apart Usually very close 
f . 
g. 
Psychological 
closeness of 
superiors to 
subordinates 
(i.e., how well 
does superior know 
and understand 
problems faced by 
subordinates?) 
Accuracy of 
perceptions by 
superiors and 
subordinates 
Often in 
error 
Usually quite 
accurate 
3. Character of inte¬ 
raction process 
a. Amount and 
character of 
interaction 
b. Amount of 
cooperative 
teamwork present 
Little 
interaction 
and always 
with distrust 
Extensive, 
friendly 
interaction with 
high degree of 
confidence and 
trust 
None Very substantial 
amount throughout 
the organization 
c. Extent to which 
subordinates can 
influence the 
goals, methods, 
and activity of 
their units and 
departments 
1. As seen by 
superiors 
2. As seen by 
subordinates 
None A great deal 
None except Substantial amount 
through both directly and 
"informal via unionization 
organization" 
or via 
unionization 
d. Amount of actual 
influence which 
superiors over the 
goals, activity, 
Believed to 
be 
substantial 
but actually 
Substantial but 
often done 
directly, as for 
example, by 
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and methods of 
their units and 
departments 
Extent to which an 
adequate structure 
exists for the 
flow of 
information from 
one part of the 
organization to 
another, thereby 
enabling influence 
to be exerted 
Substantial but 
often done 
directly, as for 
example, by 
superior building 
effective 
interaction- 
influence system 
Capacity for 
information to 
flow in all 
directions from 
all levels and for 
influence to be 
exerted by all 
units on all units 
moderate 
unless 
capacity to 
exercise 
severe 
punishment is 
present 
Downward only 
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APPENDIX G 
PROFILE OF THE PUBLIC HIGH SCHOOLS 
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PROFILE OF THE PUBLIC HIGH SCHOOLS 
Twenty three thousand or roughly 30 percent o£ school- 
age children in this district attend private or parochial 
schools. 
The public system employs 4,576 teachers; approxi¬ 
mately 1,800 are in high schools. High schools are four 
years, grades 9-12. Seventy-four percent of all teachers 
have at least a Masters Degree. Thirty-three percent of 
all teachers are men and 67 percent women, with 22 percent 
black, 66 percent white, 07 percent Hispanic, 03 percent 
Asian and 01 percent Indian. 
As of June 1988, there were 15,403 students in the 
system: 
Grade 09 - 4,952 
Grade 10 - 4,098 
Grade 11 - 3,462 
Grade 12 - 3,091 
50% were black 
25% were White 
16% were Hispanic 
09% were Asian 
01% were Other 
The exam high schools enrolled 3,239 
The magnet schools enrolled 4,638 
The district schools enrolled 7,321 
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The Specialized schools enrolled 206 
The teachers in this system belong to the American 
Federation of Teachers Union. The espousal of the union 
president, Albert Shanker, of many of the ideas of the 
Carnegie report including a call for the radical restruc¬ 
turing of schools. it is likely that the future direction 
of the union negotiations for a contract expiring in 1989 
are likely to be weighted toward teacher involvement. 
Source: Public Schools (1987-88) & Citywide 
Education 
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